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PREFACE 


I HAVE explained the nature and object of this book in a short 
Introduction, and I need not, therefore, anticipate here what I have 
said there. A good deal of the Rabbinic material, here translated, 
and illustrative, in one way or another, of the Gospel teachings, has, 
I believe, not been hitherto available in English, and I hope that, 
for this reason, as well as, perhaps, for some others, my book may 
be of a little use and interest to English students both of the Gospels 
and of Rabbinic literature. It is somewhat difficult for one who, 
like myself, stands in a rather detached position both from the 
Gospels and the Rabbis, not occasionally to give the impression of 
writing in a sort of condescending way about either. A dear Jewish 
friend has sometimes accused me of doing this as regards the Old 
Testament. I would like to say that the impression, though very 
understandable, is, nevertheless, inaccurate. Though I may often 
have had to criticize all three — O.T., Gospels, and Rabbis — that does 
not mean that I do not feel a deep admiration for all of them : it 
does not exclude a feeling of true humility towards all three. The 
impression I allude to arises because I try to follow the spirit of 
Jowett’s teaching, when he said : ‘ The facts of an ancient or re- 
ligious history are amongst the most important of all facts, but they 
are frequently uncertain, and we only learn the true lesson which 
is to be gathered from them when we place ourselves above them.’ 
I try to ‘ place myself above my documents,’ whether they be the 
Gospels, the O.T., or the Rabbinic literature, but to place myself 
above the documents does not mean to look upon them, or to deal 
with them, condescendingly. The two things can be, at all events, 
quite different in one’s own mind. 

In the Preface to my Commentary upon the Synoptic Gospels, 
to which this book is a supplement, I expressed my deep indebtedness 
to my dear friend, colleague, and teacher. Dr. Israel Abrahams. 
Even before the second edition of the Commentary was published, 
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Dr. Abrahams had passed away. The present work is dedicated to 
his memory. I have been greatly fortunate in obtaining unstinted 
and invaluable help in its compilation from Mr. Herbert Loewe, of 
St. Catharine’s College, Cambridge, and Exeter College, Oxford, 
Lecturer in Rabbinic Hebrew, University of Oxford. He has given 
as much care and thought to my book as if it had been his own. 
We have discussed a number of problems together, and he has aided 
me in the translation of very many Rabbinical passages. I am all 
the more grateful to Mr. Loewe for his constant help, because he 
and I do not always look at the subject from the same point of view 
or in exactly the same way. He does not by any means always agree 
with me in my estimates and judgments, whether of the Rabbis or 
of the GU)spels. Needless, therefore, to add that he is not in the 
smallest degree responsible for any statement made, or for any 
opinion expressed, in the book except for direct contributions given 
under his own name. For these contributions I am specially grateful, 
and I am sure that my readers will also welcome them warmly : they 
show where, in judgment and opinion, I may have been one-sided, 
and how (as in most things) there is ‘ another side to the matter ’ 
which should not be overlooked. 

In one other point of a totally different kind I have insisted on 
going my own way, though I know that that way is unscholarly and 
wrong. It is in the English spelling of Hebrew names and words. 
I cannot bring myself to write Aqiba. I insist on AJdba, and, 
generally, on always using the familiar ‘ k ’ where I ought to put 
‘ q.’ The rule that ‘ k ’ should only be used for one Hebrew letter, 
and that ‘ q ’ should be used for another, I venture to ignore. Nor 
can I bring myself to put dots under any English letters. I, there- 
fore, insist on writing ‘ Chisda ’ and not ‘ Hisda,’ whatever the 
consequences. Mr. Loewe is dreadfully shocked. I fancy that he 
does not half so much mind any divergent and heretical views about 
Jesus and the Rabbis which I may happen to hold as he minds my 
obstinacy about the spelling of Hebrew names and words. He 
thinks me, I fear, a terrible Am ha-Aretz, I have made him a few 
concessions. Thus I have written Kawwandk, though I do not like 
it at all. It looks to me ugly and pedantic. Also Rea\ though the 
funny comma at the top of the ‘ a ’ looks to me very queer and 
fantastic. Still I hope that Kawwanah and Rea!‘ may comfort him 
a little. 
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I must make my last prefatory word one of apology. There is, 
I fear, a good deal of repetition in my book. This is partly due to its 
composition having been unduly dragged out, but partly also to its 
nature. It is not a book which will be read through continuously 
and consecutively, but students will, I hope, make use of it some- 
times in relation to the particular verses and sections of the Gospels 
which it attempts to illustrate. It seemed better to make these 
illustrations fairly complete in each case, and not to refer the reader 
to two or three other places in which the same subject crops up, and 
is dealt with, again. To avoid such references, whether forwards or 
backwards, the same Rabbinic passages have often been quoted 
more than once, and the same sort of comments made upon them. 
For the compilation of the Index of Subjects, and for very great help 
in relation to Index I., I am deeply indebted to my old friend, 
Mrs. McArthur, 


May 1930. 


C. G. M. 
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INTEODUCTION 


The present book is intended as a sort of supplement to my 
Ccmmentary on the Synoptic Gospels, to which I am often obliged 
to refer (second edition, 1927). In that Commentary I gave very 
few parallels to the religious and ethical teaching in the Gospels 
which can be gathered from the Rabbinical literature. Here the 
omission, to some extent at any rate, is supplied. In this brief 
introduction I want to explain the limitations of the book and its 
point of view. 

I cannot claim credit for learning. Though some of the Rab- 
binical passages quoted come from my own reading, and though all, 
or almost aU of them, have been directly translated from the original 
(while in doubtful or difficult cases I have had the immense advantage 
of Mr. Herbert Loewe’s help and revision), yet far the greater 
number of the citations can be found in, and were indeed taken 
from, Strack-Billerbeck’s magnificent collection. In fact, Strack- 
Billerbeck and Moore together would probably contain all that I 
have here quoted, with a great deal more. It is, perhaps, ‘ the 
great deal more ’ which, together with my special point of view, may 
constitute the justification for the present venture. Strack-Biller- 
beck’s volume on Matthew runs to 1055 closely printed pages, and the 
section in Volume II. which deals with Mark and Luke comprises 
301 — a total of 1356 pages. Moreover, in the big fourth volume, 
the salient excursuses come to many hundred pages more. It is to be 
feared that the scale of the book precludes the knowledge or the use 
of it from general readers. I do not suppose that my own modest 
work could have been'written at all had notf Strack-BiUerbeck paved 
the way for it. But its comparative brevity may make it of use to 
those who would find Strack-Billerbeck too voluminous. I limit 
myself entirely to the religious and ethical teaching of the Gk>spels 
and of the Rabbis. All other matters — antiquarian, historical, even 

XV 
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social and economic subjects — are entirely excluded. I freely 
allow that this means that I omit much which is interesting, and 
even much which any “ Rabbinic commentary ” on the Gospels 
ought to include ; but, at any rate, the omissions shorten the book. 

I have to admit that the “ parallels ’’ are not allowed to 
speak for themselves, for I have added a certain amount of com- 
mentary. I discuss questions such as the following : How far 
are the parallels true parallels, and how far are they, perhaps, 
alike in form, but alien in spirit ? How far is the teaching in any 
particular passage representative or exceptional ? Again, how far 
are Rabbinic parallels to this or that particular saying or teaching 
of Jesus meagre or adequate ? How far does the Gospel teaching 
go beyond Rabbinic teaching in any particular point of doctrine — 
“ beyond in greatness, distinction, or originality % How far is any 
particular Gospel doctrine off the Rabbinic line or characteristically 
Rabbinic ? Or, how far, while not cJiarcuAeristically Rabbinic, is it 
yet not antagonistic or opposed to Rabbinic teaching, but comple- 
mentary to it ? How far does the particular Grospel doctrine carry 
forward and develop Rabbinic teaching to a still higher point of 
intensity and universality ? These are the kinds of questions 
which I have sought to discuss and to answer. Some of these 
questions, or, perhaps, all of them, have, doubtless, been often 
discussed and answered both by Jewish and Christian writers. But I 
venture to think that my line of approach to them is a little unusual. 
I am, I fancy, rather less concerned than most Jewish writers either 
to bring Rabbinic teaching on the religious and ethical topics touched 
on in the Gospels to the exact level of the teaching of Jesus, or to 
depreciate the teaching of Jesus when it appears (to Christian 
writers) to rise above the Rabbinic level. On the other hand, 
whereas a main interest for most Christian writers is to vindicate, 
so far as they can, the originality of Jesus, and, for that purpose, 
the question of dates is for them a matter of the utmost importance, 
for me the question of dates is of very little importance at all. I 
am not concerned to deny the originality of Jesus in that, so far as 
we know, he was, let us say, the first to enunciate a particular doc- 
trine, even though all parallels from the existing Rabbinic literature 
are later in date than a.d. 30. What interests me is something quite 
different. I take the Rabbinic literature as a whole, and 1 ask : 
What was its ethical and religious product ? If some Rabbinic 
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parallels to a given Grospel saying are all, let us suppose, from the 
third century a.d., I do not mind that, so long as they seem genuine 
and characteristic products of the Rabbinic spirit, and do not run 
counter to the general line of subsequent Rabbinic and Jewish 
doctrine. By that I do not mean that there must be no Rabbinic 
sayings which are opposed to such parallels (for the Rabbinic 
religion does not form a harmonious and consistent whole), but I 
mean that the parallels must be on general Rabbinic lines, and that 
they must not ever have been regarded as unusual, un-Jewish, para- 
doxical, or false. Then, whatever their date, they are, for my 
purpose, genuine and interesting parallels. As Jesus taught a 
particular doctrine, so also did subsequent Rabbis teach it. As 
the Gospel religion comprises such and such a doctrine, so does 
Rabbinic religion comprise it. On the other hand, we may find 
that some Rabbinic parallels, whatever, or however early, their date, 
are really exceptional, and do not become a regular or an essential 
part of Rabbinic religion, or that what contradicts them is more 
preponderating than what agrees with them. A given parallel to 
a Gospel saying may be much later than Jesus : from the point of 
view of chronology, the originality of Jesus is completely vindicated. 
That vindication having been secured, the interest of the Christian 
writer in the Rabbinic ‘ parallel ’ usually ceases. For his purpose 
the parallel is of no value. He has bowled it over ; he has knocked 
it down. To me, and for my purpose, if it is a true parallel, in the 
sense of being characteristic and ‘on the line,’ its value and interest 
are largely independent of its date. No doubt another and most 
valuable enquiry would be (when things are ready for it) to trace 
the history of Rabbinic doctrine from, say, a.d. 30 to a.d. 500. 
But as such an enquiry would be beyond my power, so it is also 
outside the scope of the present limited work. I also assume (what 
I believe to be the truth) that, except m a few polemical directions, 
Gospel teaching had no influence upon Rabbinic teaching, and that 
therefore a late Rabbinic ‘ parallel ’ to a given doctrine or saying 
ascribed to Jesus is a true parallel in the sense that it is a true and 
native development or product, not borrowed from, or influenced 
by, the Grospels. 

It will, therefore, be observed that my present book is not by 
any means intended as an answer to the two questions : (i) What 
is the total value (as well as the originality) of the teachings of Jesus 
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regarded as a whole ? and ( 2 ) What is the total value (as well as the 
originality) of the teachings of the Rabbis ? It may provide a little 
material for such a reply, but it does not pretend to do more. The 
value (with the originality) of the teachings in the Synoptic Grospels 
regarded as a whole depends partly upon considerations which are 
here entirely neglected. It depend partly upon their form, their 
artistry, their brevity, their concentration, upon their comparative 
homogeneity and consistency, upon what they do not include as 
well as upon what they do, upon their attribution to one great 
teacher. Moreover, they have to be considered, and to some extent 
they have to be appraised, in relation to the life and the personality 
of ^at teacher — to his character and his claims. Nothing of all this 
is here considered at aU. Hence there is some amount of unfairness 
in my discussions and conclusions. It is quite reasonable to say, 
' Though you are not out to discuss or assess the originality and 
worth of the teachings of Jesus regarded as a whole, yet indirectly, 
you necessarily, to some extent, do both, and the general result, 
because of your omissions, is inaccurate. It does not put the 
total teaching of Jesus in its right perspective, and it is, therefore, 
unfair.’ I agree. But hardly less, and even, in some respects, more, 
may the book be regarded as unfair to the Rabbis. For I foUow 
the Gospels chapter by chapter, verse by verse. I give parallels 
to Gbspel teaching. But the teaching of the Rabbis touches on, 
and deals with, many topics which the Gk>8pel8 altogether omit, 
and indeed much of the Rabbinic strength, and many of the Rabbinic 
excellences, in ethical and religious matters, deal with subjects 
which are not found in the Gospels at all, and which are, therefore, 
quite unrepresented here. For the truer picture of Rabbinic 
religion and of Rabbinic ethics as a whole one must go to Moore. 
Indeed I recognize that, when his book was published, I ought, 
perhaps, to have abandoned any further carrying forward of my 
own. For even on the subjects which I do touch upon and illustrate 
by quotations, if a reader were conscientiously to look up all Moore’s 
rderences, he would mostly find more than he gets with me. But 
as I am unfair both to Jesus and to the Rabbis (though in different 
ways and for different reasons), perhaps the one unfairness may be 
allowed to compensate for, and to cancel, the other. 

Let me, then, repeat: in each particular saying in the Gospels, 
or as regards each particular doctrine, I ask, (i) Is the teaching 
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familiarly Babbinic and virtually the same as what we often and 
commonly find in Rabbinic literature (and it may be this, even if 
there is no exact verbal parallel)? or (2) Is the teaching Rabbinic 
at bottom, but does it carry forward, intensify, generalize, and enlarge 
the teaching of the Rabbis ? Or (3) Is the teaching unusual among 
the Rabbis, but yet in no way opposed to Rabbinic religion at its 
best ? Or (4) Does it carry forward, intensify, generalize, and enlarge 
this imusual teaching ? Or (5) Is it off the Rabbinic line, opposed to 
the prevailing Rabbinic doctrine, and even to the very spirit of 
Rabbinic religion ? In the first four cases, the teaching can without 
difficulty be fitted on to Rabbinic doctrine and a fortiori to Judaism. 
Only in the last case can it not be so fitted on — ^not at least to 
Rabbinic religion, and possibly not to any form of Judaism. Whether 
such teaching as may be included under (5) is in itself good or bad, 
desirable to-day or undesirable, is again a quite different question, 
which falls outside the purview of my book. Another point which 
I can afford to neglect is the question of authenticity. For my 
present purpose it makes little or no difference whether a given 
saying was, or was not, spoken by Jesus. It is enough for me that 
it is in the Grospels as we have them now. Its greatness (if it is 
great) is not impaired, even its meaning is not necessarily changed, 
whether Jesus did not utter it or whether he did. 

Though I try throughout to be as * objective,’ detached, and 
impartial as I can, I am well aware that I can only very imperfectly 
succeed in this endeaVour. I look at both the Gospel and the Ral^ 
binic material through the spectacles of Liberal Judaism. All of 
us wear spectacles of one sort or another. It is only a question how 
deep is their particular colour. I have, I hope, overcome the old 
Jewish difficulty of admitting that there is anjiihing in the Gospels 
which is both excellent and new, and here I seem to differ from 
somc^ Liberal Jewish writers who, in knowledge, rank high above 
me. ^ Nevertheless, I am sure that my spectacles are coloured to 
some extent by Liberal-Jewish prepossessions, and therefore, in my 
occasional quarrels with Strack - Billerbeck and other Christian 
writers, they may be more in the right than my spectacles enable 
me to see and to believe. As I have once more mentioned Strack- 
Billerbeck — or, as I, more justly, should say, Billerbeck without 
the Strack, for he is the real author of these splendid volumes — 
I might fitly add that I do not always begin my cited Rabbinic 
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passages where he begins them, or end where he ends them. Though, 
as I have said, where my Eabbinic quotations are taken from him, I 
have almost invariably translated from the original, and not from 
the German, this does not imply that his renderings are inexact. On 
the contrary : they are almost always correct, and this is not only my 
opinion, but that of Mr. Loewe (a far more competent judge) as 
well. And the accuracy of his references is remarkable. In the 
very large number which I have had to verify, I have hardly ever 
found the slightest error. 

Whereas, in the Commentary, I naturally began with Mark, and 
went on to Matthew and Luke, here I begin with Matthew. And 
just as Billerbeck gives 1055 pages to Matthew, and only 301 to 
Mark and Luke, so that part of my book which deals with Matthew 
is by far the longest part of the whole, Mark I neglect altogether, 
and the pages devoted to Luke are but few. Moreover, in the 
Matthew section, the three chapters of the Sermon on the Mount 
take up more space than all the rest of Matthew put together. 
The reasons for these disproportions are obvious, and need not be 
enlarged upon. Matthew and Luke between them contain pretty 
well all the ethical and religious teaching which is found in Mark, 
and what is common to Matthew and Luke and what is peculiar to 
Matthew, when added together, are much larger in amount than 
what is peculiar to Luke. 

Throughout my book there is, I fear, a good deal of caprice in the 
passages chosen for comment and illustration, as in those which 
have been neglected. Some of the things which Jesus is reported 
to have said may rightly be regarded as falling within the sphere 
of ‘ religious teaching,’ and yet I have omitted them. I must admit 
that 1 have done so on no better principles than that they do not 
happen to interest me, or that they do not seem to have any living 
value for us to-dayv Others would naturally make a different 
selection even on tnese very principles. The omitted passages 
relate chiefly to the teaching about what will befall men after death, 
or to the nature of the resurrection and of the Last Judgment. Of 
such matters Jesus and the Rabbis were equally ignorant, and the 
views of both the one and the other seem far removed from our 
own. Again, how far Rabbinic society, or how far the Jews, lived 
up to the level, or lived m accordance with the spirit and the letter, 
of the teaching contained in my quotations is a separate question 
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on which I have not touched at all. Here we have the ideals, or 
the religious and moral precepts, which the Rabbinic teachers put 
before themselves and their auditors, just as in the Gk)spels we 
have the ideals and the precepts which Jesus put before his disciples 
and the Jewish people at large. In what degree the ideals were 
realized, and the precepts fulfilled, is another matter. For it is a 
matter of dispute whether the degree in which an ideal is fulfilled 
or fulfillable should affect our judgment as to its excellence and 
value. In one respect, indeed, the nature of much (by no means 
all) of the Rabbinic literature puts the Rabbis at some disadvantage 
when we compare their utterances with those of Jesus. For whereas 
Jesus is always speaking as a teacher and a prophet. Rabbinic 
literature often reproduces the Rabbis talking, as it were, among 
themselves, and without intending to be observed. In other words, 
by no means all of what we hear from them is taken from sermons 
or is deliberate teaching. Some things are casual remarks or dis- 
cussions, when we catch the Rabbis off their guard. Perhaps it may 
be argued that their characters or beliefs come out more truly and 
exactly in such remarks and discussions than in their formal and 
deliberate teaching. But I sometimes think that it is rather hard 
lines on them when some of their casual utterances are compared with 
the public teachings of Jesus at his highest and best. On the other 
hand, I wish that I could have found space and opportunity for 
quoting more Rabbinic stories about particular Rabbis or their dis- 
ciples. For often these stories seem to throw more light upon the 
true nature of Rabbinic religion — upon its peculiar character and 
fragrance and idealism — than many of their more deliberate and 
copy-book maxims and adages. I may be able, though this is 
doubtful, with the help of a trained Rabbinic scholar, to publish 
later on a selection of some of the most interesting and characteristic 
of these stories. Sometimes the stories are not easy to translate 
word for word, because our standards of taste, and those of eastern 
Rabbis sixteen or seventeen hundred years ago, are not the same. 
But it is a fact that these very stories almost always do high honour 
to Rabbinic conceptions of morality. 

As my book is intended only to deal with Rabbinic parallels to 
Gospel teaching, I have entirely omitted all references to the 
apocal3rptic literature. The parallels (or the contrasts) from that 
quarter are much better known and are easily discoverable. More- 



XXU BABBINIC LITEBATURE AND GOSPEL TEACHINGS 


over, the main apocalyptic literature itself is now ready to every- 
body’s hand in Dr. Charles’ great collection. A similar corpus of 
translations of Rabbinic literature is not likely to be available for a 
very long time ! Hence one more justification, as it seems to me, 
of the present attempt. 



MATTHEW 


V. 3~I2. Apart from all questions as to the original form of 
the Beatitudes, and apart again from questions as to the parallels 
which may be found in Rabbinic literature for each verse taken 
separately, we have to consider the Beatitudes as a whole — as we 
have them now ; and more especially as we have them in Matthew, 
for there is little doubt that the effect which they produce in Matthew 
is much greater than the effect produced by the shorter form of 
them in Luke (vi. 20-23), The Beatitudes in the mass are more than 
each Beatitude taken separately; and the Matthean additions, if 
such they are — ‘ in spirit,’ ‘ after righteousness,’ ‘ the pitiful,’ ‘ the 
pure in heart ’ and ‘ the peacemakers ’ — add greatly to the beauty 
and solemnity of the whole. There is a certain glow and passion 
about the whole passage which are unique : there is a certain religious 
character and ethos about it which are marked and distinctive. The 
Beatitudes as a whole are not entirely Rabbinic, though we may 
find parallels to each statement taken individually. They may 
fairly be considered as new in spite of the parallels. The religion 
or the religious ideal which the Beatitudes teach or imply is one- 
sided ; it may be criticized ; it may need supplementing in more 
ways than one ; but it is certainly great. And if a good deal of the 
ten verses is due to the editor, or to a filling-in of what was originally 
said by Jesus, that does not much matter. We may say (i) that 
these fillings-in are according to the spirit of Jesus ; (2) that they 
show, what several bits in the prophets show also, that the compilers 
and editors, working upon a fine tradition, could also be inspired. 
It is a false argument to say : ^ This passage or sentence is so fine, 
it must have been said by Isaiah or by Jesus.’ The compiler could 
rise to great heights of inspiration because Isaiah and Jesus had 
lived and taught before him. If it be asked in what the impression 
left by the Beatitudes in Matthew is peculiar, and in whoA it appears 
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difierent from anything which we may construct as the Rabbinic 
religion, or as the spirit of the Rabbinic religion, it would be very 
hard, I think, to put impression and difference into words. But 
I ain not prepared to say that this proves that the difference must 
be imaginary and that the impression is illusive. I suppose one 
part of the impression is a feeling as if religion were concentrated 
and expressed in a certain condition of soul, which manifests itself 
in gentleness and pity and love and patient endurance of wrong ; 
in a certain peacefulness, which is also capable of heroism ; in a 
certain glow and enthusiasm, which produce a peculiar and indomit- 
able happiness. This is the religion of the Beatitudes or their 
religious ideal ; all else falls away, — all that is external, institutional ; 
all that is civic and political ; all that has to do with beauty and 
art and knowledge ; all that makes for the careful and orderly and 
gradual removal of evils by intelligent legislation ; all conceptions 
of ‘ progress.’ And yet the Beatitudes seem to teach the one thing 
which is more needful than any of these, which goes both before 
them and after them. The difference between this, religion and the 
religion of the Rabbis is also difficult to express in words. The 
religion of the Rabbis is more balanced, more comprehensive ; it 
lays stress on the outward as well as the inward ; it lays stress on 
the institutional, on the legal ; it lays immense stress on knowledge, 
or, rather, on a peculiar kind of knowledge, holding it to be no less 
important than humility and pity and love. Yet, if it is more 
comprehensive than the religion of the Beatitudes, it seems also 
somewhat less concentrated, intense, and passionate. And yet a 
religion which produced and fed the souls of the martyrs — how can 
we speak of it as wanting in passion and in intensity ? We must, 
perhaps, be content to chronicle a difference, and leave it at that. 
It may be that the happiness of suffering for a cause seems more 
emphasized in the Beatitudes than in any passage of the Rabbinic 
literature except in the story of Akiba’s martyrdom. And, perhaps, 
we may say that it is of spiritual and moral profit to us to have 
certain religious ideals put before us with intensity and one-sidedness : 
let each ideal be represented by itself and flashed before us with the 
utmost light. All-roundness and comprehensiveness cannot be 
expressed with equal intensity : we cannot take all in at once, and 
balance prevents enthusiasm. 

Mr. Loewe observes : ‘ Your view that the Beatitudes as a 
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whole are not entirely Rabbinic is, I think, quite fair. Two 
points occur to me. First, the Beatitudes seem biblical, rather 
than Rabbinic. They go straight back to Hannah’s song, or to the 
Suffering Servant, or to the “ meek ” of the Psalms. Now in com- 
paring N.T. with Rabbinics, the O.T. is often left out of account, as 
being a common possession, and hence negligible in this connection. 
This, I think, is wrong. The O.T. belongs to the Jewish side, and 
just because the O.T. words were so deeply impressed in the hearts 
of Rabbis and people, we sometimes find gaps that seem strange in 
Rabbinic teaching. The fact is that a Rabbi did not deem it 
necessary to repeat or enlarge upon a theme when a Bible verse 
was already a motto to everyone on the subject. The N.T. was 
chiefly addressed to pagans, and the audience would not be familiar 
with the Old Testament, as a Jewish audience would have been. 
Secondly, as to the two forms in which the Beatitudes are preserved : 
the shorter form strikes one as the more original, but the growth 
of additions is typically Rabbinic. Over and over again do we 
find a paragraph of Midrash in which, after a Bible verse has been 
expounded and applied to certain circumstances, the next sentence 
records a slight variation, and the next yet another, and so on, 
each by a different teacher. One feels that the mental effort in- 
volved in making these insignificant changes is so slight, and the 
result is so puny, that the inclusion of all the variants is wearisome. 
But these variants are nothing but recensions of the sayings of one 
teacher, repeated by his disciples, altered, slightly or greatly, in the 
lapse of time, and finally collected and put side by side by the author 
or editor of the Midrash.’ 

3. There is not, perhaps, much for me to add beyond what I 
have said in the Commentary and beyond the suggestions and 
references in Dr. Abrahams’ essay on the Am ha-Aretz, I feel pretty 
sure that he is right in thinking that S.B. are wrong in identifying 
the poor in spirit with the Amme ha-Aretz. The poor in spirit are 
not necessarily the same as the o^Aot of ix. 36, who were iaKvXfidvot, 
Kal cptju/xcVot, ‘ harassed and prostrate.’ Nor are they necessarily 
the same as the vqmoi of xi. 25, though, perhaps, they are to be 
co-ordinated more with the second class than with the first. But 
S.B. believe that ‘ the poor in spirit ’ do mean that broad stratum 
of ^ geringe und verachtete Leute ’ (unimportant and despised folk) 
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among the Jewish people, known as the Amme ha-Aretz^ and regarded 
by the Rabbis with disdain and hatred. (Op. John vii. 49.) It 
makes, they say, no material difference if Luke calls these people 
simply ‘ the poor,’ while Matthew calls them ‘ the poor in spirit.’ 
The same people are meant ; only that Luke looks rather to their 
outward condition, Matthew to their inward quality. Yet S.B. 
appear to contradict themselves in the very next sentence, for they 
say : ‘ the Amme ha-Aretz were by no means always people who were 
wanting in earthly goods ; there were rich people among them ; 
but what characterized them all was a certain poverty of a spiritual 
kind. They were ignorant of the interpretation which the Scribes 
and Rabbis gave to the Law, and they did not venture to ascribe 
to themselves the power and the happiness of ordering and ruling 
their lives according to Rabbinic injunctions. Thus they were 
constantly experiencing the disdain and contempt of those who 
strictly observed the Law. No wonder that they became a prey 
to pessimism and regarded themselves as a massa perditionis.^ 
(‘ Sie kannten weder in geniigendem Masse die Auslegung, die die 
pharisaischen Schriftgelehrten dem Gesetz zuteil werden liessen, 
noch trauten sie sich die Kraft und die Freudigkeit zu, ihr religioses 
Leben nach den Satzungen der Rabbinen erfolgreich zu ordnen und 
zu regeln. Dabei erfuhren sie taglich aufs neue, wie sie von den 
(Jesetzesstrengen verachtet und vermieden wurden ; was Wunder 
also, wenn sie schliesslich eine Beute des Pessimismus wurden, und 
sich selber als eine massa perditionis vorkamen ? ’) This conception 
of the Amme ha-Aretz is woven out of fragile and shaky material. 
There is no adequate evidence that the Amme ha-Aretz^ whoever they 
were, were gloomy, unhappy, pessimistic, or that they thought of 
themselves as doomed to perdition. Nor, again, is there any clear 
evidence that they constituted a ‘ broad stratum,’ a ‘ breite Schicht,’ 
of the whole population. On the contrary; the Amme horAretz 
and the Rabbis cordially disliked each other; but the people 
regarded the Rabbis with great respect as their religious leaders 
and teachers. How then can the Amme horAretz be identified with 
the ‘ broad stratum ’ of the population, as if, on the one hand, you 
had the great majority of the people, and on the other, a small 
religious aristocracy ? Again, if there were many well-to-do folk 
among the Amrm ha-Aretz, how can Luke and Matthew refer to the 
same persons 1 
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On the whole, it is more likely that Jesus was referring to real 
poverty, but that the addition was in so far justifiable as, in the 
Psalms, and doubtless in the ideas and in the terminology to which 
the Psalms gave vogue, poverty and humility, wealth and pride, 
were supposed by many to go together. It is true that there is a 
separate Beatitude for the meek (ol Trpaels:), Nevertheless, it may 
be doubted whether much difference is intended between the tttcdxoI 
Tip TTPevfjLarL and the TTpaeis. If so, was there a real difference 
between the constant Rabbinic exaltation of humility and the 
Matthean exaltation of the poor in spirit ? S.B. think that there 
was. The humility which the poor in spirit possess is a humility 
which knows itself to be incapable of its own powor to please God, 
and therefore expects, and prays for, the blessedness of the Kingdom 
of God to come exclusively from God’s grace. It is a ‘ Demut, die 
im Bewusstsein der menschlichen Untiichtigkeit, Gott zu gefallen, 
die Seligkeit des Himmelreiches ausschliesslich von der Gnade Gottes 
erhofft und erbetet.’ ^ But this is too Pauline and Lutheran a con- 
ception to be ascribed to Jesus. He was possessed by no such 
tremendous oppositions, such violent and yawning differences, 
between human will and divine grace. On the other hand, we may 
with propriety allow that the Rabbinic humility is one which could 
well consort with any amount of ‘ knowledge,’ and indeed was 
regarded as the peculiar virtue of the truly learned. To the Rabbis, 
ignorance was rather associated with haughtiness than with humility. 
Whereas to Jesus there was no such association. We may, indeed, 
go so far as to say that he looked for the humble, the poor in spirit, 
among the ignorant rather than among the learned, and he associ- 
ated pride with knowledge rather than with ignorance. I should 
imagine that both he and the Rabbis were somewhat prejudiced — 
they in favour of learning and of the association of humility with 
learning, and he in favour of ignorance and of the association of 
humility with ignorance. In reality, humility can go with both. 

In Sabbath 33 a ctd jin. three different diseases are stated to be 
the signs of three different sins : thus, dropsy points to unchastity, 
jaundice to causeless hate, quinsy to slander, while poverty is the 
sign of haughtiness. Whether the Rabbis or any Rabbi could really 

^ ^ It is a humility which, realizing man's incapacity of himself to please God, 
hopes and prays for the blessedness of the Kingdom of God exclusively from the 
Divine Grace.* 



6 RABBINIC LITEBATUBE AND COSPEL TEACHINGS 


have believed in such nonsense as quinsy being the sign or the 
punishment of slander seems doubtful. But, perhaps, they were 
more serious in joining haughtiness with poverty. In Sanhedrin 24 a 
{cp, Kiddushin 49 b) it is said that the poverty meant is poverty in 
the knowledge of the Law. Elsewhere (Nedarim 41 a) we are told, 
* No one is poor except the man who is poor m Imowledge. If he 
has knowledge, he has all ; if he has none, what has he ? ’ And 
this aphorism is quoted many times. S.B. cite, as typical of the 
Rabbinic attitude, 8a5dng8 of a third-century Rabbi Elazar who 
declared that it is forbidden to show compassion to a man without 
knowledge ; that if a man gives bread to anyone who has no know- 
ledge, sufferings will befall him ; that the man without knowledge 
wiD go into banishment (Sanhedrin 92 a). The story of Rabbi (i.e. 
R. Judah, the ‘ Prince ’) who grieved that, in a time of famine, he had 
given from his store to an Am ha~Aretz will be quoted later on (Baba 
Batra 8 a).^ R. Elazar (Kethuboth in b) went so far as to deny any 
hope of resurrection to the Amme ha-Aretz. R. Yochanan objected to 
this, and R. Elazar thereupon so far modified his opinion as to 
suggest that if an Am ha-Aretz married his daughters to disciples of 
the wise, or if he looked after their business for them, and let them 
benefit from his possessions, he might escape so tragic a doom. 
We therefore see that the exclusion of the Amme ha-Aretz from the 
life to come was, at all events, a subject of discussion, and Elbogen 
is not justified in saying that such a view ‘ liegt der pharisaischen 
Auffassung vollig fern. Sie unterscheidet wohl Gute und Bose, nicht 
aber Gelehrte und Ungelehrte ’ (Jewish Studies in memory of Israd 
Abrahams, New York, 1927, p. 140).^ Rabbi said (Baba Batra 8 a) 
that punishments come to the world only because of the Amme 
ha-Aretz. Yet whether we may assume with S.B. that the man 
without knowledge is always the Am ha-Aretz seems to me doubtful. 
How far, again, the sayings are always seriously meant is also 
doubtful. The same Rabbi Elazar is reported to have said of 
the Am ha-Aretz that one might pierce him through (i.e. murder 
him) even on a Day of Atonement which fell on a Saturday. 
It is obvious from the next sentence in the Hebrew that tlfis 

1 See p. 255. 

* * Such a view is quite alien to the Pharisaic point of view in this regard 
which discriminates between the Good and the Bad, but not between the I^earned 
and the Unlearned.* 
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is only a paradox or a bitter joke. The saying occurs in the 
famous page of Pesachim (49 b) which contains most of the 
well-known fierce attacks upon the Am ha-Aretz, and tells of the 
bitter hatred between them and the Rabbis. ‘ The hatred of the 
Amme ha-Aretz for the Talmide Chachamim (the learned class) is 
greater than the hatred of the gentiles against Israel, and the hatred 
of their wives exceeds theirs.’ While it is clear that R. Elazar’s 
saying must be taken with many grains of salt, it is no less clear 
that there were certain people against whom the Rabbi felt bitterly, 
and who felt bitterly against the Rabbis, but anybody who reads 
Dr. Abrahams’ essay with care will perceive how slight the evidence 
is for any identification of the Amme ha-Aretz with a broad stratum 
of the whole population in the first century. The big, mournful 
class of pessimists — religious outcasts, despairing of their own salva- 
tion, despised by the learned and more or less despising themselves 
— appears to be a figment of S.B.’s and other Christian theologians’ 
vivid imagination. And if the Amme ha-Aretz are to be regarded 
as equivalent to the great mass of unlearned persons, why should 
there be any doubt expressed as to who the Am ha-Aretz actually 
is ? And yet we know that this very question is actually asked. 

‘ Who is an Am ha-Aretz ? Whoever does not eat his non-holy 
food in a condition of ritual purity. Whoever does not properly 
tithe his fruits. Whoever does not read the Shema morning and 
evening. Whoever does not lay tejillin. Whoever has no zizith 
on his garment. Whoever has no mezuzah on his door. Whoever 
has sons, and does not rear them to the study of the Torah. Who- 
ever, though he has studied Torah and Mishnah, has not ministered 
to the disciples of the wise.’ These definitions vary from a very high 
to a very low demand, and^ show the imcertainty which prevailed or 
which came to prevail upon the subject (Berachoth 47 b ; Sotah 22 a). 

Again, that the Rabbis no less than Jesus genuinely admired 
humility; that they regarded pride and arrogance as hateful sins, and 
humility as an adorable virtue, i& unquestionable. The passages which 
S.B. have the honesty to quote show all this very plamly. ‘ A humble 
mind and a lowly spirit are the tokens of the disciples of Abraham.’ 
(Aboth V.22. That Balaam = Jesus, as S.B. allege, is far from certain.) 

‘ The Torah is maintained only among the humble ’ (perhaps ‘ firmly 
established ’ would be better than ‘ maintained ’) (nD'*»pnD) (Tan- 
chuma, Ki Tabo, 24 b). R. Joshua b. Levi held that humility was 
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the greatest of the virtues (Abodah Zarah 20 b). It is said that arro- 
gance is equivalent to idolatry (Sotah 4 b) ; much more against 
arrogance is found in Sotah 5 a and b. ‘ Of the arrogant God says : 
he and I cannot dwell together in the world/ ‘ The Shechinah laments 
over the arrogant/ ‘ Of the humble the Scripture declares that he is 
regarded as if he had offered every sacrifice in the Law/ ‘ Who will 
inherit the life to come ? He who is humble, and constantly studies 
the Law, and does not claim credit for himself ’ (Sanhedrin 88 b). 
R. Joshua ben Levi put humility even above saintliness (nn^Dn), 
for the Good Tidings which the prophet is to announce are sent, 
not to the saints, but to the humble (Abodah Zarah 20 b). It would 
be wearisome to quote more passages. Many more are given in Ziegler, 
pp. 61, 63, and many about haughtiness on pp. 269-273 (cp. also 
Moore, ii. 273-275). I have not found any passages which definitely 
say that an unlearned, but humble, person is acceptable to God, or 
that a humble person, even if unlearned, is acceptable, yet one has 
the impression that the majority of the Rabbis in every generation 
did not despise unlearned piety, if it was not deliberately neglectful 
of the Law. Let an artisan say a small modicum of prayer, let him 
observe the ordinary elements of the ceremonial Law, and there is 
no reason to believe that such a one would have been despised, or 
regarded as an Am ha-Aretz in the objectionable sense of the word. 
On the other hand, it is doubtful whether any Rabbi could have 
regarded such a one as ideally qualified for heaven. The Rabbi 
would not have said, ‘ Happy are the poor in spirit,’ just because they 
are ignorant of the Law ; he would not have said that just because 
they were ignorant would they enter the Kingdom of Heaven. It 
is certain that he would often have held that a man of virtue, or one 
who displayed some special virtue, would, in spite of igmyrance, enter 
the Kingdom. But knowledge was an excellent qualification ; not 
an impediment. The first of the Rabbinic Beatitudes might be, 
‘ Happy are the humble.’ But the second would be, ‘ Happy are the 
wise,’ or ‘ Happy are they who study the Law, for theirs is the 
Kingdom of Heaven.’ And instead of seeing any discrepancy 
between the second and first Beatitudes, the Rabbis would have said 
that they must go together. The second virtue could not attain 
the goal without the first, though I do not think the Rabbis would 
have refused to acknowledge that there might be cases in which you 
could find the first without the second. 
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Whether the Amrm ha-Aretz was as much a phenomenon of, say, 
A.D. 30 as of A.D. 100 or 130 is disputed. Dr. Abrahams appeared 
to think not (Vol. ii. p. 657). S.B., relying to some extent perhaps 
on N.T. evidence, think ‘ yes.’ In a well-known passage at the end 
of the Mishnah Sotah (ix. 15) we hear a great deal about deteriora- 
tion. ‘ With the death of Rabbi X. this virtue, with the death of 
Rabbi Y that virtue, ended,’ and so on. It also says that after 
the destruction of the Temple, ‘ the wise equal (are no better than) 
the teachers of children, the teachers equal the synagogue beadles 
(KJtn), and the beadles equal the Ammeha-Aretz, while the Amme 
ha-Aretz degenerate more and more ’ (nSn^Ti One wonders 

whether there was any truth in this gloomy utterance. 

Sometimes one feels as if the Amme ha-Aretz were used in a more 
restricted and technical sense, and sometimes in a more general sense. 
Who were the Amme ha-Aretz, for instance, ‘attending’ whose 
‘ houses of assembly ’ ‘ puts a man,’ like ‘ morning sleep and mid-day 
wine and children’s talk,’ ‘ out of the world ’ ? (Aboth iii. 14). In 
Hillel’s famous saying (Aboth ii. 6) the Am ha-Aretz seems rather 
to be a man with a particular character than to represent the whole 
broad unlearned class. For the empty-headed man (or boorish man), 
and the shamefaced man, and the passionate man, and the very 
business-engaged man, with whom he is associated, are people of a 
particular character rather than sections of the population. It is 
also noticeable that the Am ha-Aretz is said not to be capable of 
becoming a Chasid ; now the Chasid means a man of high piety : as 
if we said : no fool can be a saint. It would not follow that he could 
not be a very decent-living fellow. And, perhaps, Hillel meant no 
more. Certainly the boor is worse than the Am ha-Aretz, for he 
cannot be a sin-fearing man, as we might say that no really coarse- 
minded man can avoid falling into sin. With Hillel’s saying goes 
naturally the saying about the four characters : The Am ha-Aretz 
says. What is mine is thine, what is thine is mine. Such a person 
seems to be a muddler and stupid ; he is not wicked. The wicked 
is he who says. What is thine is mine, and what is mine is mine ; and 
whereas the average man says. What is mine is mine, and what is 
thine is thine, the Chasid says. What is mine is thine, and what is 
thine is thine. Here, again, we see that the Chasid is the man who 
reaches a very high degree of goodness and self-sacrifice : the Am 
ha-Aretz falls below the average rather by folly than by obliquity, 
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and anyway lie is better than the wicked. Resh Lakish compared 
Israel to a vine ; the stems are the householders (a\i 2 ^hy 2 ), the 
clusters are the ‘ disciples of the wise/ the leaves are the Amme hi- 
Aretz^ the dry suckers are the empty ones (apparently those who have 
no discipline or morals). And the Palestine saying was, ‘ Let the 
grapes pray for the leaves, for without leaves there would be no 
grapes ’ (Chullin 92 a). Here, again, the Am ha-Arebz does not equal 
the sinner. He does not take the lowest place. On the other hand, 
one sees how liable the Rabbis were to fall into pride, or, at all events, 
how they must have needed the utmost self-control not to become 
‘ proud.’ For they honestly believed that they and their like were 
the 61 ite of the people, the grapes of the entire vineyard. Such a 
belief must have been a great moral danger. Fancy if all the Dons 
of Oxford and Cambridge, or all the Professors at the Universities, 
really thought that they were the grapes of the national vineyard ! 
The Rabbinic exhortations to humility may have been needed. 
Perhaps the Rabbis knew where their own shoes pinched. So it was 
possible for the Am M-Aretz and the disciples of the wise to fall into 
the same sin of haughtiness and even of slander. It is said, ‘ What 
is the remedy for slander, or how is a man not to succumb to the 
temptation of uttering slander? If he be a disciple of the wise, let 
him occupy himself with the Law ; if he be an Am ha-Aretz, let him 
humble himself’ (inyn p«n Djr dki) (Arachin 15 b). In 

such passages and in others it would seem as if the Am ha-Aretz is 
simply to be identified (as S.B. always maintain) with the ignorant 
— with the man who does not ‘study.’ So, too, when in Aboth R. 
Nathan xvi. (32 b), it says, ‘ Let not a man accustom himself to say : 
Love the wise, hate the disciples; love the disciples, hate the 
Amme ha-Aretz ; but let him love all, except the Heretics and the 
Apostates and the Informers ; even as David said. Do I not hate 
them that hate Thee ? ’ And in that page in Pesachim already 
alluded to (49 b), where R. Akiba speaks of his bitter hatred of the 
‘ wise,’ when he was still an Am ha-Aretz^ before he began to 
study, it seems still more clearly implied that the Am ha-Aretz 
must be identified with the unlearned people at large. For it is 
urged. Let a man sell all that he has and marry the daughter of a 
disciple of the wise, for if he die, or have to emigrate, he may be 
assured that his children will become disciples of the wise. But let 
him not marry the daughter of the Am ha-Aretz, for if he die, or has 
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to emigrate, he may be assured that his sons will become Amme ha- 
Aretz(A.o,), . . . The Rabbis say: Let a man marry the daughter of a 
disciple of the wise ; if he cannot find one, let him marry the daughter 
of one of the great men of his generation ; if he cannot find one, then 
the daughter of a president of a synagogue ; if he cannot find her, 
then the daughter of the collectors of charity funds for the poor ; if 
he cannot find her, then the daughter of a teacher of children. But 
let him not marry the daughters of the Amme ha-Aretz, for they 
are loathsome, and their children are abominations, and of them 
Scripture says (Deut. xxvii. 21), Cursed be he that lies with any 
manner of beast ’ (Pesachim 49 a od fin,). In this appalling 
utterance the Am ha-Aretz is, inferentially, anybody who is not a 
learned man, a man of importance, a synagogue ofBicial, a distributor 
of communal charity, or a teacher. And yet we have so much evi- 
dence that the people were on the side of their Rabbis, and that the 
Rabbis sprang from, and were attached to, the people. Surely a 
thick mist still hangs over the thorny and lugubrious subject of the 
Am ha-Aretz, 

Mr. Loewe writes : ‘ Am ha-Aretz is a very elastic term, and it 
often means “ cad ” rather than “ fool.” The last passage you cite 
is typical.^ The scriptural verse shows that it refers to men with 
unrestrained sexual appetites, in other words, to men far removed 
from godlmess, the last people whom Jesus would have called 
“ blessed.” Ignorance of the Law does not mean merely unlettered- 
ness, it means ignorance of decency, and even defiant ignorance, 
ignorance which refuses to amend. Who would wish to give his 
daughter to such a man ? The force of Akiba’s reminiscences of 
his unregenerate days lies just in this. This Am ha-Aretz hated the 
Rabbi with the hatred of the souteneur for the Parson. That the 
Am ha-Aretz was lax in tithes, etc., is simply pars pro toto ; many of 
them were lax also in morals, and it was these who incurred the 
hatred of the Rabbis, and reciprocated it. But they were surely 
not “ blessed.” These immoral persons were doubtless found among 
all classes, not excluding the poor.* But that the poorer classes 

^ * It should be supplemented by B. Meir^s saying, on the same page : “ He 
who gives his daughter in marriage to an Am ha-Arctz does as though he delivered 
her bound to a lion, who treads down and devours without shame.” ’ 

^ ‘ No special stratum of society is implied. The same page in Pesachim 
describes the Am ha-Aretz as a man whose word is unreliable, who is unfit to be 
a guardian of an orphan or to be trusted with charity funds.’ 
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also included simple pious believers is certain. I do not believe 
that the “ poor ” or “ meek ” in the Beatitudes are the Amme 
ha-Aretz, The meek are just the meek, and no others, in the 
Beatitudes as in the Psalms. Overweenmg pride and its opposite 
are the theme of many a psalm; why assume that Jesus meant 
anything else ? 

‘ The perversion of the use of Am ha-Arebz (I mean the idea that 
it means “ unlettered ’’ and not “ cad can be paralleled by the 
biblical term The ‘WofcaZ ” is translated “ fool’ ’ in the A. V., 

but modem scholarship has shown the inadequacy of this translation. 
A distinguished scholar of my acquaintance used always to translate 
“ Nebalah ” by “ an outrage on public decency,” and this rendering 
may be illustrated by its use in Genesis (of the rape of Dinah), and 
elsewhere. The Am ha-Aretz was usually a '^NabaV* See the 
usage in i Sam. xv. 25 ; 2 Sam. iii. 33, xiii. 13 ; Isaiah xxxii. 
5, 6. Notice Deut. xxxii. 6, where “iV’ofcaZ” is contrasted with 
“ Chacham ” (wise). This is significant, for it shows the beginning 
of the association of goodness with knowledge, but “ Nabal ” still 
means ** cad,” even here. Doubtless there were Eabbis who were 
“ leamiug proud.” Here and there a man may have been un- 
charitable, just as a parson may denounce those who stay away 
from church, and may overestimate his profession. But wholesale 
condemnations of the Rabbis are futile and false.’ 

I may add here an interesting quotation from the Sifre 27 a. 
The close connection between the Biblical words ‘ humble,’ 

‘ meek,’ and ‘ poor,’ is well known. In Numbers xii. 3 Moses^ 
is spoken of as ‘exceedingly humble’ (*i:y). The Sifre, however, 
interprets the word to include, as it were, both poverty and humility. 
It says : ‘ Poor, i.e, humble in his spirit ’ (inj;n3). If an objector 
were to argue that the text means poor in body (i.e. weak), the Sifre 
rebuts this from a fanciful interpretation of Numbers xxi. 34, 
according to which Moses himself slew with his own hands both 
Sihon and Og ! If, on the other hand, it were suggested that the 
text means poor in wealth, another fanciful interpretation of two 
other Biblical passages proves that Moses was very rich. Hence 

(humble, poor) must mean ‘poor in spirit.’ (The passage is 
translated and explained in ‘ Midrash Sifre on Numbers,’ translated 
by the Rev. P. P. LevertofE, S.P.C.K., 1926, p. 81.) 

The student should read with great care Moore’s short chapter 



V. 3-12 


MATTHEW 


13 


concerning the ^ Amme ha-Aretz^ in Judaism, Vol. ii. pp. 156-161. 
He seems to accept the view that they are the ‘ ignorant and negh- 
gent masses ’ as opposed to those who were ‘ instructed in their 
religion, and scrupulous in the performance of its obligations.’ 
This division of the population ‘ appears in the utterances of teachers 
of the first century as something universally understood, but its 
consequences were more fully developed in the schools of the second 
century in Galilee, where the scholars who migrated thither after 
the war under Hadrian probably fotmd both in town and country 
a population which knew less about the traditional Law than the 
corresponding class in Judaea, and was more negligent in the 
observance of the law they knew.’ ‘ The Jews in Galilee seem 
previously to have run more to a militant patriotism than to punc- 
tiliousness in their religious obligations. In Babylonia the “ Am ha- 
Aretz ” question does not appear to have had anything like the same 
importance.’ ‘ The religious leaders tried to instruct the peasantry 
in the somewhat complicated laws of tithing and the like, and to 
induce them to fulfil the requirements. From a man who was 
recognized as ‘‘ a tither ” the scrupulous could buy without being 
under the necessity of tithing over again for themselves, and it 
would only be natural that they should do their marketing with him. 
Later, one who has undertaken to observe the regulations about 
these matters was certified as “ trustworthy ” {ne^man). The punc- 
tilious Jews, on their side, formed a voluntary association, the 
members of which pledged themselves in the presence of three 
associates to observe strictly the laws regarding uncleanness and the 
precautions by which they were surrounded, as well as those noted 
in the preceding paragraphs. The specific obligations assumed are 
thus enumerated : The Associate shall not give Terumah or tithes 
to (a priest or levite who is) an Am ha- Aretz ” ; perform his puri- 
fications in the presence of a man of this class ; be the guest of one, 
or entertain one in his house, unless he leave his outer garment out- 
side ; he shall not sell him of the products of the soil either “ dry ” 
(grain and the like) or “moist” (garden vegetables or fruits), or buy 
from him any but “ dry ” things (which are not liable to contract 
uncleanness by contact), etc. He should not travel in company 
with one of the class, visit him, study the Law in his presence, and 
much more to the like effect. The “ people of the land ” were not to 
be summoned as witnesses, nor their testimony admitted ; no secret 
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was to be entrusted to them ; one of them might not be appointed 
guardian of an orphan, or custodian of the poor rates, etc. Marriage 
between the classes was condemned in terms of abhorrence. Admis- 
sion to the association was open to men of the common people on 
the same conditions as to the educated class, with provision for 
the instruction of the former in the obligations he assumed in a 
probationary period. It was, in fact, one of the means by which 
conscientious Jews tried to secure a more general knowledge of the 
Law and regard for it. It may be suspected that the animosity 
which many of the teachers of the second century express in most 
emphatic language towards the “ people of the land ” was provoked 
by the fact that few of them responded to this uplifting enterprise ; 
the majority remained wilfully in their ignorance and negligence.’ 
Moore, who, throughout his book, presents the religion of the Rabbis 
in the most favourable light, though always with the fullest know- 
ledge of the sources, does not conceal the moral and religious dangers 
which the division of a whole community into (religiously) Instructed 
and (religiously) Ignorant involved. He says : ‘ The splitting of 
society on such lines involves greater evils than the reciprocal anti- 
pathy of classes, however ugly the feeling and the expression of it 
may be, and the worst effect of it is upon those of whom better 
things are justly expected. Tha educated had the co mm on pride 
of learning in double measure because it was religious learning. 
It was impossible to obey the divine laws without knowledge of the 
Law, written and traditional. Hillel had put it in a word, “No 
ignorant man (Am ha-Aretz) is religious.” They were no less proud 
of the pains they took to keep the laws in all their refinements, 
and particularly, as we have seen above, those about which com- 
mon men were most careless. They were led in this way to lay 
special stress on articles in the laws which, from one point of view, 
seem of the smallest religious significance — the taxation of agricul- 
tural produce for the support of a hereditary clergy that after the 
destruction of the temple no longer had any sacerdotal functions, 
and the various kinds of uncleanness which, detached from their 
relation to participation in the cultus, were extended to social inter- 
course. The large development of these sides of the law long ante- 
dates the Christian era, and preoccupation with such things is the 
only notion many have of Pharisaism. So far as that is concerned, 
the Pharisee or Schoolman would have replied : Grod gave these laws 
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for reasons sufficient to Himself ; it is not for men to set them aside 
as antiquated or unimportant. In the application of them many 
cases arise which require a definite ruling and a practice in con- 
formity to it. You may think them small commandments by the 
side of those whose obligation the reason and conscience of all men 
recognize ; but fidelity to the revealed will of God is not a small 
matter, and the crucial test of it is precisely solicitude about keeping 
the commandments whose obligation is solely positive — God has 
commanded thus and so. It is, as has been repeatedly remarked, 
the unimpeachable logic of revealed religion. The effect of such a 
situation as we have been considering goes farther than this putting 
of all obligations in principle on the same plane. In all sects, and 
in every ecclesiola in ecclesia, it is the peculiarities in doctrine, 
observance, or piety, that are uppermost in the minds of the mem- 
bers ; what they have in common with the great body is no doubt 
taken for granted, but, so to speak, lies in the sectarian subconscious- 
ness. Worse than this displacement of values by emphasis on the 
differential peculiarities is the self-complacency of the members of 
such a party or association and the self-righteousness that comes 
of believing that their peculiarities of doctrine or practice make them 
singularly well-pleasing to God. With this goes censoriousness 
towards outsiders, which often presumes to voice the disapproba- 
tion of God. The Pharisees and the Associates, who seem to have 
numbered among them in the second century most of the learned 
and their disciples, conspicuously illustrate these faults. It is not 
without detriment to himself that a man cherishes the consciousness 
of being superior to his fellows, and the injury to his character is not 
least when he has the best reason for his opinion.’ 

It would seem to emerge (i) that the Rabbis of Babylonia were 
less liable to the dangers connected with the Am ka-Aretz than those 
of Palestine ; (2) that after the second century the whole question 
became less acute ; {3) that even the Rabbis of Palestine of the 
first and second century were aware of the perils because of the 
constant and emphatic stress which they laid upon humility ; and 
(4) that it was much more the passionate desire to fulfil the Law to 
its very utmost which brought the whole opposition to the Am ha- 
Aretz about than any supercilious looking down upon ignorance as 
such. The Law is the source of all the best and noblest points in 
the Rabbinic religion and of all its weaknesses. 
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4. This verse is based on Isaiah lx. 2, and the mourners are meant 
quite generally. It is to my mind certain that S.B. are wrong 
when they interpret the moumem to mean ‘ die geistig Armen, die 
ihre Unzulanglichkeit vor Gott erkannt haben, und iiber diese, 
nachdem die Nahe des Himmelreichs verkiindigt ist, Busstrauer 
empfinden.’ ^ I presume that the implication of the verse is that 
God will be their consoler or comforter. Even so, already in the 
Old Testament, God is the supreme comforter. And the Eabbis were 
not slow to notice and bring together the two lovely O.T. verses 
about God, that he comforts and has pity like a father and 
a mother (Psalm ciii. 13 ; Isaiah Ixvi. 13 ; Pesikta 139 a jin.). 
There is nothing in the verse which is off the Rabbinic line, 
unless it be the tendency to associate happiness with earthly 
mourning, as if, before the New Aeon, there was of necessity sorrow 
and mourning for the righteous and the repentant, and as if the 
more you ‘ mourn ’ in this Aeon or world, the more you shall be 
comforted and rejoice in another. Though we may ^d parallels 
to this view in the Rabbinic literature, it is not in accordance with 
the predominating, or, at all events, with the conquering, strand. 
This Aeon and world are God’s, as well as the New Aeon and the 
world to come. And happiness in this world is (a) possible and 
(b) desirable for the righteous, and not merely the portion of the 
careless and the wicked. How was it possible, and how and why 
was it desirable ? The Rabbinic answer would be, Through the 
Law, its study and its observance ; through the Law, which sancti- 
fied, and gave sanction and decency to, the legitimate pleasures of 
sense, and which threw around them, and connected with them, 
many ceremonial observances, the keeping and practice of which 
gave happiness, and also increased the joy of these very pleasures 
themselves. Thus, e.g., a Sabbath meal (Friday evening) was a 
pleasure in itself. It was sanctified by the Law. It was made 
additionally happy by the Grace which was said before and after it. 
In this attitude to material joys, and in its intensification of them 
through the Law, lies (as it seems to me) a real difference between 
J esus and the Rabbis, or shall we more rightly say, between developed 
Rabbinic Judaism and developed orthodox Christianity ? 

1 ‘The poor in spirit who, recognizing their own insufficiency before God, 
penitently deplore it when the near advent of the Kingdom has been proclaimed 
to them.’ 
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5. The happiness of the Meek. The verse is perhaps an editorial 
addition easily made up from Ps. xxxvii. ii. We cannot properly 
distinguish, as S.B. would like to do, between Demvt and Sanftmut, 
as if a special kind of humility were spoken of in 3, and a special 
sort of forbearance and meekness, in opposition to quick temper 
and irascibility, were alluded to in 5. S.B. admit that the words 

and mean both Sanftmvt und Demvt, and that to 

the humble there stand opposed, not merely p£)p the hot-tempered, 
but also nn d:i the haughty. Meanwhile, both as regards pride 
and as regards hot-temperedness, the Eabbinic attitude is the same. 
And so as to the praise both of Demut and of Sanftmut, humility 
and gentleness (forbearance, meekness, etc.). S.B. quote all the 
familiar stories about Hillel, but I need not repeat them here. 
They are too familiar ! Quaint and rather illustrative of Eabbinic 
hospitality is the saying S.B. quote from Aboth E. Nathan vii. 
(17 b) : ‘ When a man is gentle, and his family is gentle, if a poor 
man stands at the door, and says. Is your father within ? they reply, 
Yes, enter. Then hardly has he entered, before the table is prepared, 
and he comes in, and eats, and blesses God. When they are hot- 
tempered, they reply. No, and they rebuke him, and drive him away 
with an outcry.’ 

6. I am still inclined to hold by what I said in my notes on 
this verse. I am sure that S.B. exaggerate when they say : ‘ Die 
vierte Seligpreisung handelt von solchen, welche wissen, dass sie aus 
eigner Kraft keine Gerechtigkeit aufzubringen vermogen, die vor 
Gntt gilt, und doch nach dieser Gerechtigkeit Verlangen tragen.’ ^ 
Such sharp antitheses, and such Pauline, or Lutheran, distinctions, 
were foreign to the teaching of Jesus, or even to the man who edited 
Matthew or compiled the Sermon pn the Mount. So far as Jesus 
is concerned, I am still inclined to think that Luke’s version is more 
authentic than Matthew’s, and that Luke referred to material or 
literal hunger, just as he referred to material or literal poverty and 
to material or literal weeping. But taking the verse in Matthew 
as it stands, and ignoring the question whether Jesus spoke it or 
not, it does not mean what S.B, suppose it to mean. There is no 

^ ‘ The fourth Beatitude speaks of those persons who know that of their own 
power they cannot produce any righteousness which counts before God, and yet 
long to possess such righteousness.* 


0 
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sharp antithesis between the righteousness which man can achieve, 
or rather, cannot achieve, by his own unaided efforts, and the 
righteousness which is imparted to him, or which is granted to him, 
through his faith, by the grace of God. Neither Jesus nor the com- 
piler of Matthew ever makes this antithesis or teaches on these 
lines. Either the verse means simply, ‘ Those who try hard to be 
good shall be well rewarded in the New Aeon or in the world to come ’ 
(this seems to me the simplest interpretation); or, one may suppose 
the verse to mean that those who yearn to be regarded as righteous 
by God shall, by their happy lot in the new era, be shown that God 
does recognize them as such, and so they will be satisfied and happy. 
Meanwhile, in neither sense, in neither interpretation, can the verse 
be regarded (as S.B. regard it) as off the Rabbinic line. Just as 
S.B. assign to Jesus the sentiments of Paul or even of Luther, so 
do they assign to the Rabbis a sharp, consistent, and theoretic 
opposition to those sentiments, which is also inaccurate. It is quite 
true that the Rabbis were strong upholders and teachers of the 
Freedom of the Will and of Human Responsibility. It is also true 
that they did believe that man by his own powers could become 
either righteous or sinful : that we can justly blame the sinner 
and praise the righteous, even as everybody thinks to-day about all 
persons who are not morally degenerate or mentally half-witted. 
They did hold very strongly that a man may rightly accuse himself 
of pelding to temptation, or may rightly be pleased with himself 
(up to a point !) that he successfully resisted a temptation, if it was 
a very strong one. But this is by no means the whole truth. For 
if he resisted the temptation, the Rabbi would also say, ‘ Thank 
God who has helped me to resist the temptation,’ and he might 
even go further and say, ‘ Thine only be the glory ; thine only be 
the praise.* There was a pleasant inconsistency : the evil I do is 
all my own ; the good I do is partly due to God. And the Jew 
prayed daily, ‘ Lead me not into temptation.* All was fluid ; no 
theory existed : man is free, but God helps the righteous. And if 
man is free to sin and to do good, the Rabbis also recognized certain 
psychological facts. The more you sin, the more you are likely to 
sin ; the more you do well, the more you are likely to do well. 
Both righteousness and sin become easier and easier, even of them- 
selves, without bringing God in at all. And yet the facts are also 
put religiously by saying that heaven abets the righteous and gives 
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opportunity to the sinner. Again, the Rabbis constantly speak of 
the perfectly righteous man, and of the completed or perfect sinner 
(even as Aristotle speaks of the aKoXacrros and the SUaios). But 
the same men could also speak of human righteousness as nothing 
in comparison with the righteousness of God. And because it is 
nothing, therefore man has no claim upon God for reward, even 
though he may hope to receive it, and even though he believes that 
God will undoubtedly reward the righteous. I would refer to Dr. 
Abrahams’ remarks in the Annotated Edition of the Authorized 
Daily Prayer Booh (p. xxi) which I shall quote in full later on.^ ‘ Not 
because of our righteous acts do we lay our supplications before thee, 
but because of thine abundant mercies. What are we ? What is 
our piety ? What our righteousness ? ’ Such was the prayer which, 
from a very early period, the Rabbmic Jew said every mommg of 
his life. 

Hence, if I am right, S.B. go too far when they say : ‘ Die alte 
Synagoge weiss nichts von der Unfahigkeit des Menschen, sich aus 
eigner Kraft eine vollgiiltige Gerechtigkeit vor Gott zu erwerben. 
Im Gegenteil, ihr soteriologisches System ruht gaiiz auf der An- 
schauung, dass der Mensch durch keine Gemeinsirnde und keine 
Gemeiuschuld infolge Adams Fall erblich belastet sei, vielmehr die 
voile sittliche Freiheit besitze, sich ftir das Gute zu entscheiden und 
den gottlichen Geboten nachzuleben, und so die Gerechtigkeit zu 
erlangen, die vor Gottes Richterstuhl besteht. Bei so grund- 
verschiedenen Anschauungen des Christentums und des Judentums 
liber die sittliche Anlage des Menschen ist es ein vergebliches 
Bemiihen, innerhalb der rabbinischen Literatur nach Parallelen zur 
vierten Seligpreisung zu suchen.’ ^ It is true that the Rabbis did not 
hold or teach in a definite, theoretic, or dogmatic way any doctrine 
about original or inherited sin, due to the ‘ fall of Adam.’ Neverthe- 

1 P. 361. 

* ‘ Tho synagogue in olden days knew nothing of man’s incapacity of his own 
power to acquire a complete and adequate righteousness before God. On the 
contrary, its soteriology depends entirely upon the view that man is not 
hereditarily burdened by any generic sin and generic guilt because of Adam’s 
fall. Man possesses complete moral freedom to choose the good and to live in 
accordance with the divine Commands, and so to acquire the righteousness which 
can stand firm before the judgment-seat of God. In the face of such fundamental 
dilference of view between Christianity and Judaism as regards man’s moral 
nature, it is a waste of time to look for parallels in Rabbinic literature to the 
fourth Beatitude,’ 
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die Aufrichtigkeit/^ He notes that in Ixxiii. i the LXX render dyadog 
6 060? Tois evdiai Trj KapSia (though in xxiv. 4 they have Kadapos, 
and so too in li. 12). If it does mean Aufrichtigkeit (sincerity), 
Psalm xi. 7, ‘ the upright shall see his face/ would be the source of 
the verse in both its parts. It is interesting, as an illustration of 
Rabbinic theology, to quote some passages given by S.B. about the 
pure soul. They must not, I think, be taken too dogmatically. 
For it could also be shown how it was taught that man is bom with 
two inclinations (yetzers), and that the evil yetzer or inclination is 
impure or unclean, so that man starts his earthly career with a 
certain poison or uncleanness in him from the very beginning. The 
Rabbis, quoting Ecc. xii. 7, say, ‘ Give it (i.e. the soul) back to God 
in purity, even as he gave it to you in purity ’ (Sabbath 152 b). 
R. Yochanan, quoting Deut. xxviii. 6, said, ‘ May thy going out of 
the world be as thy coming into it : as thy coming in was without 
sin, so let thy going out be without sin ’ (Baba Mezia 107 a). More 
elaborate is the passage in Lev. R., Metzora xviii. ifin,, on xv. 1, 
which deals with Ecc. xii. 7 and 1 Sam. xxv. 29. ‘ The matter is as 
if a strict (learned, chaber) priest were to give a loaf from the Terumah 
to an Am ha-Aretz priest, and were to say to him, I am pure, and 
my house is pure, and the loaf which I have given you is pure 
(clean) ; if you give it back to me as I have given it to you, well 
and good ; if not, I shall throw it away (np“n?) before thy face. 
So God says, I am pure, and my dwelling is pure, and my servants 
are pure, and the soul (neshamah) which I gave thee is pure ; if 
you return it to me as I gave it to you, well and good ; if not, I 
shall throw it down before thy face.’ It is odd that S.B. do not 
quote here the prayer in Berachoth 60 b, ‘ My God, the soul which 
thou hast given me is pure,’ for this prayer found its way into the 
Prayer Book, and is said every morning by every orthodox Jew. 
Perhaps, therefore, the idea that the soul starts pure without any 
inherited or innate sin was more usual and prevailing than any 
other. But this is a digression from which I must return. 

Mr. Loewe writes : ‘ Traces of the conception of ‘‘ original sin ” 
crop up now and then : thus, “ there is no generation that has not 
an ounce of sin from the Golden Calf ” ( Jer. Taanith iv. 7, 68 c, top 
and elsewhere). But perhaps the Rabbis saw the danger in the 

^ ‘ Pure in heart, taken in connection with verse 6, probably means, not com- 
plete absence of sin, but sincerity.’ 
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logical consequences of the idea, and dropped it. It is remarkable 
how Jewish theology, owing to its lack of system, was able, as it were, 
to dabble in ideas without getting into trouble. So original sin is 
not quite unknown, but it is not aUowed to upset the Jewish scheme 
of salvation by man’s own efforts, helped by the divine mercy and 
grace.’ 

The phrase ‘ to see God ’ could be used in many senses, and S.B. 
give many examples of such different usages. Klostermann rightly 
says that in the Beatitudes ‘ seeing God ’ is used eschatologically. 
It refers to the ‘ eschatologisches Schauen von Angesicht zu Ange- 
sicht ’ (‘ the eschatological vision of face to face ’). How far the Rabbis 
and Jesus believed that the righteous in another world or state would 
really see God, or, at least, see the light-radiance which actually and 
physically encompassed God, it is hard to say. To us such ideas 
seem remote and strange, but in spite of sayings about the ubiquity 
of God, they were by no means so strange as one might suppose 
to ancient Jews and Christians. Perhaps a semi-philosophic writer, 
like the author of Psalm cxxxix., might have advanced beyond such 
ideas, but I do not think that either Jesus or many Rabbis had 
advanced beyond them. I think Jesus probably believed that God 
had some physical substance, and that he lived in a particular bit of 
space, and that one could be near him spacially, and perceive the 
radiance which enveloped him. S.B. quote Rabbinic passages about 
seeing the Shechinah in the hours of death and in the intermediate 
(more spiritual) state between death and the resurrection, about 
seeing God after the resurrection, and even about seeing him in 
‘the days of the Messiah.’ Whether these different divisions of 
time can be so accurately arranged — ^whether, I mean, it is possible 
to refer all the salient passages so accurately to the different periods 
— seems to me doubtful ; but, however this may be, I do not propose 
to quote any of these passages, as they have now lost their interest 
and value. Matt. v. 8 is on Rabbinic hnes. S.B. try indeed to 
establish its originality in the following way. They say that there 
is no passage in Rabbinic literature in which seeing God is made 
conditional on purity of heart. ‘ Des Schauens Gottes diirfen sich 
versichert halten die Rechtschaffenen (Midrash, Psalm xi. (6), verse 7, 
51 a), die, welche daherkommen in der Kraft ihrer Torakenntnis 
und ihrer guten Werke, die Schrift- und Mischnalehrer, die die 
Kinder treulich unterrichten (Pesikta 179 b), femer wer fleissig 
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Sjmagoge und Lehrhaus besucht (Berachoth 64 a), wer den Armen 
AJmosen spendet (Baba Batra 10 b), auch wer bedacht ist anf die 
Beobachtung des Schaufadengebotes (Menachoth 43 b). Es zeigt 
sich auch hier, wie Jesu Blick nicht an einer einzelnen Tugend, an 
einer einzelnen Leistung der Menschen hangen bleibt, sondem 
immer auf das Zentrum, auf das Herz des Menschen schaut; darum 
die reinen Herzens sind, die werden Gott schauen. Jesu Wort am 
nachsten kommt der Ausspruch des R. Menasya (um 300), der das 
Schauen der Schechinah dem in Aussicht stellt, der seine Augen 
nicht an Schandlichen weidet ; denn das Verschliessen der Augen 
vor allem Garstigen setzt am ehesten das reine Herz voraus (Leviticus 
Rabba, niD nnx, xxiii. 13 fin,, on xviii. 3). Ferner der Ausspruch 
des R. Pinchas (um 360), der den fiir wiirdig erklart, das Ajigesicht 
der Schechinah zu schauen, dessen boser Trieb sich hat umwandeln 
lassen in das neue fleischerne Herz’^ (Pesikta Rabbathi i. 2 a)/ 
S.B/s praise of Jesus in this place is, I think, well merited, but I 
doubt whether much can be made of the chance that no Rabbinic 
passage happens to connect purity of heart with seeing God. And 
we have already heard how Klostermann thinks that KaOapos rfj 
Kaf^iq, means Aufricktigkeit (uprightness, sincerity) ; if so, the pure 
in heart would equal the Rechtschaffenen, the Upright, the Yesharim, 
On the other hand, that Jesus looks to the centre, to the heart, is very 
true. But did not the Rabbis also say that God looks to or demands 
the heart ? (Sanhedrin 106 b.) 

Mr. Loewe writes : ‘ The phrase “ to see God ” was always altered 
by the Masorites to the passive, even when the sentence was wrested 
and grammar strained. They anticipated our objection to the use 

1 * The upright (Psalm xi. 6) may hold themselves assured that they will see 
God ; these are they who may walk confidently in the strength of their knowledge 
of the Law, and in the strength of their good works ; so too the teachers of Bible 
and Mishnah who instruct the children faithfully, they who regularly attend 
the Synagogue and Houses of Study, they who give alms to the poor, and they 
who are diligent in the observance of the command of the Fringes. Here, as 
elsewhere, we may observe how the mind of Jesus is never directed to any one 
particular virtue or performance, but always looks for the centre, straight at 
man’s heart ; therefore they who are pure in heart shall see God. Nearest to his 
saying is the utterance of R. Menasya that he who sees something foul *l!l*7)* 

and does not let his eyes rest on it with pleasure (n3DO jt 

is worthy to receive the vision of the Shechinah, for shutting the eyes against the 
sight of impurity may best of all offer the presumption of a pure heart. And next 
to that, the saying of R. Pinchas that every man who has made his yetzer as 
flesh in this world is worthy to see the Shechinah in the world to come.’ 
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of such a phrase as “ seeing God ” literally. See Lauterbach’s 
essay on the “ Real Presence,” in the Day of Atonement service, 
in the year-book of the Central Conference of American Rabbis for 
1927.’ 

9. There is nothing novel in this Beatitude, even though (as in 
8) S.B. say, ‘ Eine Stelle, in der die Friedfertigen oder die Frieden- 
stifter durch die Bezeichnung Gottes Kinder belohnt wiirden, ist 
uns in der rabbinischen Literatur nicht bekannt.’ ^ There has been 
a doubt whether elfyrjvoTTOLog means here peaceably inclined, ready 
himself to make peace, conciliatory {cp. Psalm xxxii. 15, Matt. v. 
23, Mark ix. 50), or a maker of peace, a man who produces peace, 
and allays dissension, between others. I observe that whereas the 
old edition of Preuschen’s Lexicon opted for the first view, the new 
edition imhesitatingly adopts the second view* And as the word 
is used in the second sense by Dion Cassius and Plutarch, the new 
edition is probably right. Either iuterpretation would be Rabbinic, 
as a glance at S.B. is enough to show. The little tractate (Perek 
Shalom) on Peace, together with other Rabbinic laudations of peace, 
was translated by Wuensche in Vol. rv. of his Aics Israels Lehrhallen, 
1909. The number of passages which deal with peace is so large 
that it is difficult to choose out two or three which are specially 
striking. The first one quoted in S.B. is very familiar. R. Yochanan 
ben Zakkai said, in reference to Deut. xxvii. 6, ‘ If in regard to stones, 
which cannot hear or see or talk, just because they are the stones 
of an altar which is to make peace between Israel and their Father 
in heaven, it is said, ye shall lift up no iron tool upon them, how 
much more shall no punishment befall him who makes peace between 
two men or between a man and his wife, or between two towns, or 
nations, or families, or governments ’ (Mechilta on Exodus xx. 25, 
74 a). Endless sayings begin, ‘ Great is peace, for ’ {e.g. ‘ for even 
idolaters, if they are at peace with one another, Satan cannot touch, ^ 
‘ for God has ended his blessings with peace,’ ‘ for it is the portion 
of the just,’ ‘ for God’s name is peace,’ ‘ for it is equal to the whole 
creation,’ and so on). ‘R. Elazar said. Great is peace, for the 
prophets implanted upon the Ups of all the creatures no word but 
peace (i.e. each man is to greet his neighbour with the word ‘ Shalom/ 

1 < We know of no Rabbinic passage in which the peace-loving or the makers 
of peace are rewarded by being called the children of God.’ 
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* peace.* Cj>, the whole of the long passage in Sifre 12 b, 13 a ; Lever- 
toff, Midrash Sifre on Numbers, pp. 35-38). ‘Aaron loved peace, and 
pursued peace, and made peace between man and his fellow ’ (San- 
hedrin 6 b). Hence, ‘ Be of the disciples of Aaron who loved peace,* 
etc. (Aboth i. 12, one of Hillel’s favourite sayings). Two of the stories 
which S.B. quote are rather long-winded, but yet characteristic. 
One depends upon Numbers v. 23-26, where, in the description of 
the strange ‘ ordeal ’ rite, to which the woman suspected of adultery 
had to submit, it is said that certain curses which contained the 
Holy Name of God (Yahweh) were written on some material, which 
was then dissolved in the water that the woman had to drink. In 
the long praise of peace in Numbers Rabba vi. it is said that peace 
must be great indeed, because for its sake (to restore peace between 
a man and his wife) the holy name of God may be rubbed away and 
dissolved in water. That quaint idea reappears in the story. Rabbi 
Meir used to give every Friday evening a public sermon or exposition 
of Scripture in a certain synagogue. A certain woman used to go 
and hear him. One evening his sermon was very long, and when 
the woman returned, the lamp had gone out. Her husband asked 
her where she had been. She told him. He said, Never shall you 
enter this house till you have spat in the eye of the preacher. R. 
Meir saw what had happened through the Holy Spirit, and pretended 
that he was suffering in his eyes. He announced : Any woman who 
knows how to whisper a spell against pains in the eyes, let her come 
and whisper it. The neighbours said to the woman. The time has 
come when you can return to your house. Pretend that you are 
going to whisper a spell, and then spit in his eyes. She went to 
R. Meir, who said to her, Can you whisper a spell ? From nervous- 
ness, she said. No. He said, Spit seven times into my eyes ; that 
will heal them. She did so, and he said, Go and tell your husband : 
You told me to spit once, and I have spat seven times. Then his 
disciples said to R. Meir, Should the Law be thus made contemptible ? 
If you had told us, we would have sent for the man and lashed him 
with rods till he had made it up with his wife. Rabbi Meir replied. 
Shall it not be with the honour of R. Meir as with the honour of his 
Maker ? If the holy name may be washed away in water in order 
to make peace between a man and his wife, how much more is this 
true of the honour of R. Meir ? * ( Jer. Sotah i. 4, i6d ; told with variants 
in Lev. R., iv, ix. 9, on vii. 12). The other story is connected with 
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a Midrashic interpretation of Psalm 1. 23 . ‘ E. Yannai was taking 
a walk, and lie saw a man very neatly dressed (as a student). Eabbi 
Yannai said to him, Will the Rabbi be pleased to be our guest ? 
He said. Yes. So R. Yannai took him to his house. He gave him 
food and drink ; then he tested him in Scripture, but he found nothing, 
and so in Mishnah, Haggadah, and Talmud, and the man knew 
nothing. Then he said, Take (the cup), and say the blessing. The 
man said. Let Yannai say the blessing in his own house. R. Yannai 
said, Can you repeat what I say to you ? He said. Yes. Then say, 
rejoined Yannai, A dog has eaten Yannai’s bread. The man 
jumped up and seized Yannai, and said. Would you withhold from 
me my inheritance ? Yannai said. How is thine inheritance with 
me ? He said. Once I passed a school and I heard the voices of the 
children say. The Law which Moses commanded us is the inheritance 
of the congregation of Jacob : they did not say, Congregation of 
Yannai. Then R. Yannai said. What merit have you (what 
meritorious deed have you done) that you should eat at my table ? 
The man said, I never heard an unkind word, and returned it to 
its speaker, and I never saw two men quarrelling without making 
peace between them. Then R. Yannai said. You have so much 
good breeding {derech eretz, a most characteristic and most important 
Rabbinic expression and virtue, equivalent to culture, good manners, 
decency, good taste, good breeding), and I called you a dog ! And 
to that man he applied Psalm 1. 23 , 57Sr'»3 IjKIK 

The ‘ way ’ is interpreted to mean Derech eretz, (Leviticus R., ix. 
3 , on vii. II.) Referring to Mai. ii. 6 , ‘ He turned away many 
from iniquity,’ it is said that if Aaron was on the road, and 
met a bad man he greeted him {lit. : ‘ gave him peace ’ ; i.e. said 
Shalom to you. Peace be with you). The next day if that man 
wanted to commit a sin, he said, ‘ Woe is me, how could I then lift 
up my eyes, and look at Aaron ? I should be ashamed before him, 
for he gave me the greeting of Peace ’ ; and so he refrained from sin. 
And, if two men had quarrelled, Aaron went and sat near one and said. 
See what thy neighbour says : he is tearing his heart and rending 
his garments, and saying. Woe is me, how shall I lift up my eyes, 
and look on my neighbour : I am ashamed because of him, for I 
have sinned against him : and he sat with him till he had removed 
hatred from his heart. Then he went, and did and said the same 
thing to the other man. So when these two men met, they em- 
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braced and kissed each other. (Aboth R. Nathan xii. 24 b.) Aaron 
acted (proleptically !) on the advice of Rabbi, who said, ‘ All lies 
are forbidden, but to make peace between man and his fellow it 
is even allowed to lie ’ (Perek Shalom). R. Simeon ben Gamaliel 
said, * On three things the world stands, on justice, on truth and 
on peace. R. Muna said, The three are one, for where there is 
justice, there is truth, and where there is peace, there is justice ’ 
(do.). R. Simeon b. Yochai said, ‘ All blessings are contained in 
peace.* ‘ He who loves peace, pursues peace, gives the greeting of 
peace, and returns it, shall inherit the life of this world and the life 
of the world to come * (do.). But it is needless to multiply passages 
further. 

I0~i2. In these three Beatitudes is there anything novel or off 
the Rabbinic line ? I think it may perhaps be said that the Rabbis 
were hardly inclined to say : ‘ Happy are you when you suffer and 
are in pain.* But, then, whether ashre means, or whether Jesus 
intended the word to mean, ‘ happy * in any but a very spiritual 
sense may be doubted. He hardly meant ‘ in a condition of, or 
experiencing, joyful sensations.* We must, however, note that 
R. Joshua b. Levi said, ‘ He who rejoices in the chastisement (or 
sufferings, ]n'iD'‘) which befall him in this world, brings salvation 
(or deliverance) to the world * (Taanith 8 a). Yet we may, perhaps, 
say that, following on the lines laid down in these Beatitudes, some 
Christians developed a certain passion for, and exultation in, martyr- 
dom. That was not the J ewish line. The J ews were ready to undergo 
martyrdom, and did undergo it, and I suppose the number of Jews 
who have died voluntarily for their religion is, if not absolutely, yet 
relatively, even greater than the number of Christians who have so 
died. Yet I think that they and their teachers would always have 
said that martyrdom was a sad necessity, not something to be wel- 
comed or exulted in. We may, however, note that the reason why 
Jesus bids the disciples ‘ exult * (though I do not believe that Jesus 
actually said 10--12 ; see my Commentary), or the reason why he 
said that the persecuted were ‘ happy,* was because of what was 
going to happen to them afterwards. It was (whether the Lutheran 
theologians like it or no) because of the reward which God had pre- 
pared for, and would give to, them, after they had endured the per- 
secution and the martyrdom. The exceeding great reward which 
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was to come was huge and permanent enough to make the temporary 
pain well worth while — it was even enough to make it reasonable 
to call those who suffered this temporary pain ‘ happy/ and to bid 
them rejoice over it and because of it. This conviction of special 
reward for the persecuted and the martyrs is thoroughly Rabbinic, 
though neither Jesus nor the Rabbis asked their disciples to endure 
persecution bravely for the sake ^the reward. One must be faithful 
for the cause, lishmah : in this they were both agreed ; but the re- 
ward would come all the same, and the assurance that it would come, 
while not the motive for fidelity, could yet justly strengthen the 
sufferer in bravely submitting to his pangs. And the Rabbis do 
allude to joy even in suffering. ‘ Love God with all thy soul ; 
that is, even when he takes thy soul* (i.c. thy life). Simeon ben 
Azzai said, ‘ Love him to the last breath * (Bacher, 

Agada der Tannaiten, Vol. i. p. 418, n. 2). ‘ Love him with all thy 
might ; that is, with every measure which he metes out to you, 
whether the measure of good or the measure of retribution ’ (nijyiis). 
‘ A man should rejoice more over the chastisements which befall 
him than over the good, for if he receives good all his hfe, his sins 
are not forgiven him. How are they forgiven him ? By sufferings * 
(chastisements jniD"). ‘ Beloved are sufferings before Grod, for the 
glory of God rests on those upon whom sufferings come. Love God 
with all thy soul : like Isaac who bound himself upon the altar.’ 
Isaac was the prototype of the martyrs. (Sifre 73 a, b. Cp. Mechilta 
72 b, 73 a.) In the Mishnah — the sheer law-book — we find the same 
thought : ‘ Love him with all thy might [m'odecha ] ; i,e, with what- 
ever measure [middah] he metes out to thee, do thou return him 
thanks ’ (Berachoth ix. 5). (Cp. Moore ii. pp. 252-254 ; Bacher 
%b, p. 321, n. 2.) Moore rightly says about the Sifre passage : ‘ If 
one remembers that several of those who made these statements 
about sufferings were men who had witnessed the catastrophe of 
their people in the war imder Hadrian, or lived in the misery of 
the generation following, one will then feel a deeper pathos in their 
eulogies of suffering and in their gratitude to God in it and for 
it. Out of the same situation comes the saying of R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel: ‘We also cherish (pa:inc) afllictions, but they are so 
many that time would fail to record them ’ (Sab. 13 b). The beauti- 
ful Rabbinic term ‘ chastisements of love ’ is spoken of elsewhere 
(p. 220). R. Huna, quoting Isaiah liii. 10, said, ‘ Every one in whom 
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God delights he crushes with sufferings,’ but he added that the 
scriptural verse showed that this is only true when a man re- 
ceives the sufferings ‘voluntarily (ny“iS) and in love ’ (Berachoth 5 a). 
When R. Akiba was martyred, the story ran that in the height 
of his agony, he realized that the hour had come for saying the 
Shema, and he said it and laughed for joy. When he was asked 
by Tumus Rufus why he did so, he replied because, now at 
last, he could show that he loved God (not only as he had been 
able to do before, with all his heart and might, but also) with all 
his soul (i.e. with his life, by giving up his life for God’s sake 
and for the love of Him). Now Akiba’s martyrdom is the most 
famous of all the Rabbinic martyrdoms, and this story how Akiba 
laughed for joy in the midst of his torments became exceedingly 
familiar, and must have had immense influence on all the martyr- 
doms of the future. Again, that one sentence in Sabbath 88 b (and 
par.) is quoted so often that it too must have had its effect: ‘Of 
them who are oppressed and do not oppress, who are reviled and 
who do not (in reply) revile, who act only from love (to God), and 
rejoice in their sufferings, the Scripture says : They who love Him 
are like the sun when it rises in its might.’ The most amazing 
saying, I always think, is that of R. Joshua b. Levi, who said (Sabbath 
88 b), ‘ What means the verse. My beloved is unto me as a bundle 
of myrrh that lies between my breasts ? The congregation of 
Israel speaks before God and says, Lord of the world, though my 
Beloved oppresses me and makes my life bitter, yet shall he dwell 
between my breasts.’ 

That God is ever on the side of the persecuted and against the 
persecutors is a Rabbinic commonplace. Among the birds none is 
more pursued (persecuted, attacked) than the dove ; and the dove 
is the only bird offered upon the altar (Baba Kamma 93 a). The 
Midrash plays with the unintelligible second half of Ecc. iii. 15, and 
it says : ‘ God always seeks (i.e. looks after) the persecuted. If one 
righteous man persecutes another, God seeks the persecuted, and 
so if a wicked man persecutes a righteous man, or a wicked man 
persecutes a wicked man, and even if a righteous man persecutes 
a wicked man — God always seeks the persecuted. God always de- 
mands the blood of the persecuted from the persecutors. So with 
the offerings. The ox is pursued (persecuted) by the lion, the goat 
by the panther, the lamb by the wolf : ye shall not offer from the 
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persecutors, but from the persecuted ’ (Lev. E., xxvii. 5, on 
xxii. 27). 

S.B. give very fully and fairly the Rabbinic rules and views about 
martyrdom : when it was right to undergo it, when it was right, and 
within what limits it was permissible, to break the Law for the sake 
of continuing to live, and when death must be chosen instead of life. 
But these passages, though intensely interesting, do not concern us 
here. The reward of martyrdom is exceedingly great. ‘ Where 
they stand ’ (in the heavenly world) ‘ none others may stand * 
(Pesachim 50 a). More especially is the full beatitude of the life to 
come the lot of the great martyrs of the days of Trajan and Hadrian 
(Tanchuma B. iv. Tabo 24 a), ‘ All good is stored up for them ’ 
(□nS niisv h 2 ) (Pesachim 50 a, Baba Batra 10 b). ‘ None can 
stand in the compartment of the slain for the Kingdom.’ 

II. To this verse S.B. give a long catena of passages with the 
Rabbinic views about slander. (The evil or wicked Tongue, as they 
call it.) These passages are interesting enough in themselves, but 
hardly in point here. The Rabbis lay immense emphasis upon the 
iniquity of slander, which they put on a par with the very gravest 
sins. (Gj), Ziegler ii. pp. 293-295.) In one passage (Jer. Peah i. 15 d, 
as the reverse of the famous saying about the good deeds which are 
rewarded in this world and the next) we are told that there are four 
sins which are punished in this world, but of which the capital (i.e. 
the chief) punishment is reserved for the world to come — Murder, 
Idolatry, Incest, and Slander. ‘ He who disseminates slander is as 
if he denied God. God says, I and the slanderer cannot live together 
in the world.’ Slander, it is said, kills three — ‘ the man who utters it, 
the man who receives it, and the man of whom it is told ’ (Arachin 
15 b). (Cp. Moore ii, p. 150.) These sayings and many others 
indicate how the Rabbis felt about this (perhaps specially Oriental ?) 
sin. I need not quote more. It is noteworthy (and it is nice of 
S.B. to notice it) that the Rabbis recommend the endurance of vili- 
fication in silence. ‘He who hears his curse (pni 55 ^l jrDitrtr 'D) 

in silence is called a Chasid (pious)’ (Midrash Psalms xvi. (ii), 
verse 10, 62 a). ‘ He who hears his curse in silence, even though he 
could stop it (ninD^ np^’flO'i p^)^m in*?Sp h^) is called 

an ally (p| 131 ts^ nt 5 ^j; 3 ) of God, for the nations revile him, and he keeps 
silence ’ (do. Ixxxvi. (i), verse i, 186 b). S.B. remark : ‘ Eine 

D 
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ausdriickliclie Seligpreisung unscliuldig Verleumdeten ist uns in der 
rabbinischen Literatur nicht begegnet/ ^ Nevertheless, no more than 
the other Beatitudes is it ofE the Rabbinic line. The originality of 
the Beatitudes consists partly in the grouping and choice ; partly 
in the stress on present happiness. Cp, what I have said on p. 44 
(Vol. II.) of the Commentary, which I think is fairly accurate. Mr. 
Loewe writes : ‘ A good many Rabbinic passages about slander 
have, I think, special reference to the DdcUores (informers) ; e,g. 
slander, whispered at Rome, slays a man at the other end of the 
world ’ (Eccles. Rabb. on x, ii). 

12. The reward may be * already, as it were, existent and pre- 
pared with Grod in heaven ’ (Commentary, Vol. ii. p. 39), but I do 
not now think that it is accurate to say that ‘ the reward will not be 
enjoyed in heaven, but upon the regenerated earth in the Messianic 
age.’ Jesus, or the writer, speaks quite generally about the ‘ life to 
come,’ the ‘ world to be.* * Great is your reward,’ and ‘ great will 
be your reward,’ is quite Rabbinic. The reward is not in proportion 
to the merit. It far exceeds it. The proverb that as man measures 
( = does), so do they ( « Gk>d) measure (i.e. do) to him is not wholly 
accurate even for Rabbinic theology. For God’s rewards are con- 
ceived on a much more generous scale. The beatitudes of the life to 
come cannot really be compared with earthly good deeds. Playing 
on Psalm Ixviii. 21, it is said that if a man gives his handful to the 
poor on earth, God will give him his handful in the world to come. 
But Gk)d’s handful is utterly incommensurate with man’s handful. 
(See the odd passage in Sanhedrin 100 a, duly cited by S.B.) 

Since the above was written the admirable book by Professor 
Hans Windisch on Der Sinn der Bergpredigt has appeared (1929). 
It is, I think, the most impartial and objective work upon anything 
to do with Jesus and the Grospels by any Grerman Protestant theo- 
logian that I have ever come across. Windisch quite rightly points 
out a certain difference in tone and point of view — perhaps even in 
soteriology ? (p. 81) — between the beatitudes and the demands or 
injunctions which follow them. * The Beatitudes appear to contra- 
dict the demands. In the former the Kingdom is promised to the 
poor in spirit ; in the latter to those who do Gbd’s will. Thus 

1 * A definite bcatifioation of those who are unjustly slandered we have not 
met in Rabbinic literature.* 
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there are many ways which lead to Grod, and the consciousness of 
poverty (i,e, of spiritual humility), the consciousness of not as yet 
having fulfilled the divine commands, is at least a station upon the 
right way (pp. 136, 137). Here we have a truly evangelical or 
Christian note : God is going to ffive us something, us who are un- 
worthy of it, but who long for it and need it ’ (pp, 137-139). 

13-16. There is little to say in relation to these four verses. 
S.B. are learned about salt, but it is needless to quote the passages. 
(‘ As the salt cleanses meat, so chastisements purify the sins of 
man,’ Berachoth 5 a.) As to light, we may note that of Israel it 
is said : ‘ Even as the dove brought light to the world, so do thou, 
Israel, bring light to the world ’ (Midrash Canticles, i. § 3, 3 on i. 
3 ; i. § 15, 4 on i. 15) ; the Law and the Temple are also called 
lights of the world, and so too were some few distinguished Rabbis. 
For 16 cp, the passage in Yoma 86 a : ‘ The name of heaven (God) 
is to become beloved through you ; if a man reads Scripture, studies 
the Law and ministers unto the Wise, and bears himself graciously 
in his dealiugs with his fellow men, people say of him, Happy his 
father and teacher who taught him the Law, woe to those who have 
not learnt the Law ; see how seemly are that man’s ways, how 
upright his deeds : but if a man has studied the Law, etc., but is 
not honest and gracious in his dealmgs with his fellow men, then 
people say : woe to him who has learnt the Law, woe to his father 
and teacher who taught him, see how crooked are his deeds, how 
ugly his ways.’ ‘ If the Israelites do God’s will, then his name is 
magnified in the world ; if they do not do his will, then his name is, 
if one may say so, profaned ’ (Mechilta on Exodus xv, 2, 37 b). 
To glorify God is the equivalent in this passage of the sanctification 
or hallowing of God, which, as Moore says, is ‘ the supreme principle 
and motive of moral conduct in Judaism.’ For the use of the word 
‘ glorify ’ (Soid^co) cp. Matt. ix. 8, xv. 31 ; Mark ii. 12 ; Luke ii. 20, 
V. 25, 26, vii. 16, xiii. 13, xvii. 15, xviii. 43, xxiii. 47. But in 
several of these passages * glorify ’ means, I think, little more than 
‘ praise.’ It is noteworthy that ayid^co, the more direct equivalent 
of ‘ sanctify,’ is only found once in the Synoptic Gospels, namely, 
in the Lord’s Prayer, Matt. vi. 9 ; Luke xi. 2. With the Rabbis the 
sanctification of Qod is a much more prominent and fundamental 
idea. And we may observe with them a curious sort of see-saw. 
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(Jod, as it were, needs man for the full sanctification of his Kingship 
and divinity ; he even needs man, as it were, for himself ; and yet 
he does not need man ; he is holy, he is divine in himself. Moore 
quotes a famous passage in the Sifra (86 c) as containing the answer 
to the question how, if God’s holiness is his nature, men can make 
him holy. ‘ Ye shall be holy, for I the Lord your God am holy ’ 
(Lev. xix. 2). ‘As much as to say. If you make yourselves holy, I 
impute it to you as if you hallowed me ; and if you do not make 
yourselves holy, I impute it to you as though you did not hallow 
me. Can the meaning be. If ye make me holy, then I am made holy, 
and if not, I am not made holy ? The Scripture says, For I am holy 
— I abide in my holiness, whether ye hallow me or not ’ (•»:« 
Nevertheless, sometimes the daring thought of the Rabbis goes 
further. ‘ Ye are my witnesses,’ says the Prophet in God’s name : 
‘ that is, when ye are my witnesses, I am God, and when ye are not 
my witnesses, I am, as it were (So^3D), not God ’ (Pesikta 102 b). 
R. Simeon b. Yochai, to whom this saying is attributed, also used 
the metaphor of two ships lashed together, over which is built a 
palace. Loosen the ships, and the palace disappears ; so does 
God’s heavenly palace depend upon the unity of Israel in fulfilling 
God’s will. ‘ So it says: “ Unto thee, 0 Lord, do I left up my eyes, 0 
thou that sittest in the heavens otherwise (k^j^Sk) God would not 
be sitting in the heavens.’ Yet he also quoted Exodus xv. 2 (‘ This 
is my God and I will make him lovely ’), and he said, ‘ When I praise 
him, he is lovely, and when I do not praise him, he is, so to speak, 
lovely in himself ’ (h^ 2^22 nno pKm nx: 'iS nnc 

Kin (Sifre 144 a ; Moore ii. p. 104 ; and Bacher, Agcida 

der Tannaiten, n. p. 140, n. i). The Rabbis were no philosophers ; 
yet at times they touch upon profound theological problems, and 
make profound theological remarks. The mind of Jesus was very 
simple ; he does not deal with these deeper problems. 

Dr. Abrahams has a very good note on the ‘ Light of the World ’ 
in Studies ii. pp. 15 and 16, supplementing and expanding S.B., 
and for the salt business cp. Studies ii. p. 183, where he points out 
that in Bechoroth 8 b the saying, ‘ Salt, if it has lost its savour, 
wherewith shall it be salted,’ ‘ corresponds exactly with the reading 
in Matthew.’ 


17-20. In this section there is no direct teaching such as it is 
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my purpose to illustrate from Babbinic literature, so as to note 
whether the teaching is on or o£E the Babbinic line. I have nothing 
to add to what I have said in my Commentary, Vol. ii. pp. 46-55, 
nor do I desire to withdraw or modify anything that I said there. 
The quotations in S.B. are interesting, but, from my special point 
of view, need not be introduced here. It is unnecessary to emphasize 
or illustrate the Babbinic appreciation of the Law. ‘ Turn it and 
turn it over again,’ said Ben Bag Bag, ‘for everything is in it’ 
Aboth V. 25). The Law is compared with water because it is 
life-giving ; water cleanses : so the words of the Law lead men from 
the evil way to the good way ; as water is given freely, so are the 
words of the Law given freely; aswater is beyond price DnS |-K), 

so the words of the Law are beyond price. The words of the Law are 
like wine ; they rejoice the heart ; as wine grows better by keeping, 
so the words of the Law become better as a man grows older. (Sifre 
84 a. ) And so on. The Law would retain its general value and validity 
for ever, as the most precious of God’s creations. ‘ No letter of the 
Torah shall ever be made void’ (oSiyS “]S:d nn« mNi) 

(Tanchuma, Vaera, 68 b). It may indeed be that, in the Messianic 
era, or in the world of the Besurrection, if sin and all evil disappear, 
there will be no need of many ordinances of the Law ; they will 
thus become obsolete ; but the value, the pre-eminence, of the Torah 
itself, and as a whole, are eternal. S.B. are right enough here. 
For the words ‘ till all be fulfilled ’ S.B. bring no parallels, and their 
meaning is very uncertain. Verse 19 remains a very odd and curious 
saying to have been put in the mouth of Jesus. It almost goes 
beyond what we can find among the utterances of the Babbis. 
For the ‘ least ’ commands would, to the Babbis, include some (by 
no means all) of the ceremonial commands. They would have 
regarded ‘ Thou shalt do no murder ’ as more important than ‘ A 
garment of mixed stuff of divers sorts shall not come upon thee.’ 
Of this matter there may be something to say hereafter. It was 
indeed a ‘ moral ’ command which the Babbis quote (Jer. Kiddushin 
i. 61 b) as the ‘ least ’ of the positive commandments, but, perhaps, 
they rather meant the easiest to fulfil, not the smallest in worth or 
importance. It is the commandment in Deut. xxii. 6. 7, and they 
point out that to this ‘ least ’ command the Law appends the same 
reward as to the greatest command (Exodus xx. 12). So Ben Azzai 
(Aboth iv. 2) said, ‘ Bun to do even a slight precept, and flee from 
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transgression : for precept draws precept in its train, and transgres- 
sion, transgression ; for the recompense of a precept is a precept, 
and the recompense of a transgression is a transgression/ And 
Babbi (Aboth ii. i) said, ‘ Be heedful of a light precept as of a grave 
one, for thou knowest not the grant of reward for each precept/ 
But even S.B. quote no parallel for the thought that he who fulfik 
and teaches the smallest precepts shall be called great (or greatest : 
cp. ‘ least ’) in the Kingdom of Heaven. This is Rabbinism with a 
vengeance ! One sometimes wonders whether the words of Jesus 
have not been altered, and did not originally run something like 
this : ‘ Ye have heard that it was said to the men of old time. 
Whoever abrogates one of the smallest commands in the Law shall 
be called least in the Elingdom of heaven, and whoever does and 
teaches them shall be called greatest in the Kingdom of heaven, 
but I B&y unto you that unless,’ etc. And, then, out of this anti- 
thesis what we now read in 17-19 may have been evolved. 

It is not wholly clear as regards 20 what Jesus means. Does he 
mean that the Scribes and Pharisees did not fulfil the Law which 
they professed to honour and obey ? If 20 looks back to 18, 19, 
that is what the verse would seem to mean. In that case it is an 
attack upon the morality of the Scribes and Pharisees, similar to the 
attack in xxiii. If, on the other hand, 20 looks forward, then it may 
mean that the righteousness, t.e. the limited fulfilment of the Law, 
practised and realized by the Scribes and Pharisees, is inadequate 
to secure admission into the Kingdom. A higher sort of righteous- 
ness is required. In either case we cannot accept the words as. a 
just estimate of the moral condition of the Scribes and Pharisees 
of the period, or as a just estimate of the mercy of Grod. Heaven 
forbid that he should act upon the narrow and uncompassionate 
conceptions of the tests for entry into salvation which even the best 
of his human children in olden days devised. 

21-22. There is no real advance from Rabbinic teachmg m these 
verses. Anger was just as much denounced by the Rabbis as by 
Jesus. The many quotations in S.B. prove this clearly. ‘ By the 
angry man even the Schechinah itself is not esteemed’ (Nedarim 
22 b). ‘ The angry man loses his learning ’ (Pesachim 66 b). And 
so on. ‘All the divisions of hell rule over the angry man ’ (Nedarim 
22 a). ID ‘•ro opiDn 
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The use of the words Bayka and fool seems to have been tolerably 
frequent. I am inclined to think that there must have been a fair 
amount of basis for Jesus’s reprobation. I rather wonder that S.B. 
did not attempt to score a point here. Even the Rabbis were 
apparently not averse from calling their antagonists or people who 
annoyed them rayka or shoteh. Thus there is the very odd story 
of R. Yochanan, who called a disciple, or, according to another 
reading, a heretic, who had mocked at something which he (R. 
Yochanan) had said, Rayka. The story is doubtless a legend, be- 
cause it goes on to tell how R. Yochanan looked at the man, and he 
became a heap of bones. Nevertheless, it shows that it was not 
thought by any means inconceivable that R. Yochanan would have 
said Rayka to a man who had displeased him. (Baba Batra 75 a.) 
Then there is the charming story of R. Simon b. Elazar of Migdal 
Geder, who called the ugly man Rayka. The story is so pretty and 
so characteristic that it deserves to be quoted, though it is totally 
irrelevant. The Rabbi rode on his ass, and was very joyous and 
lifted up in spirit, because he had just come from the house of his 
teacher, and had learnt much Torah. He met a very ugly man, who 
greeted him. The Rabbi did not return the greeting, but said, 
‘ You Rayka, how ugly you are ; are all the men of your town as 
ugly as you ? ’ Then the man said, ‘ I do not know ; go and tell 
the Master who created me how ugly is the creature whom he 
created.’ Then the Rabbi jumps down from his ass and begs 
to be forgiven of his sin. The story goes on to tell how at last the 
ugly man forgave him. (Taanith 20 a Jin., 20 b init.). Shoteh 
seems to have been the usual word for * fool.’ S.B. quote a passage 
in which even the famous R. Yochanan b. Zakkai calls certain 
antagonists ' fools ’ (Menachoth 65 a). 

On the other hand, the Rabbis speak very strongly against what 
they call oppression in words (Dn:jn3 (insults, putting to 

shame, etc.), which they consider as worse than oppression (cheating) 
with money. (Baba Mezia 58 b.) The sin of onaah (insult) is 
as heavy as that of robbery or idolatry. (Do. 59 a.) Of those who 
go down to Geheima and do not return {i.e. whose punishment is 
eternal) there are three classes — ^the adulterer, he who puts his neigh- 
bours to shame openly, and he who gives his neighbour an insulting 
name, (nun^ yi n^DOni) {ib.). It would appear, then, that to 
use words like Rayka and ShcAeh was an acknowledged sin, from 
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which the Eabbis were by no means free. The Talmud, written in 
undress, reveals the sins of the Rabbis no less than their virtues. 
Perhaps, however, the Rabbis would have said that it was no sin 
to call heretics and mockers ‘ fools,’ just as Jesus, perhaps, held it 
no sin to call his own antagonists ‘vipers and children of hell.’ I fear 
that in the matter of antagonists, such as the Jewish Christians 
on the one hand, and the opposing Rabbis on the other, there is 
not much to choose between the Rabbis and Jesus. 

Mr. Loewe observes that Shoteh is a milder expression than 
Rayha, Sometimes it is used good-humouredly and half -jokingly, as 
we might say, ‘ You donkey, don’t you see ? ’ etc. 

23-26. Not much need be said as to these verses. The allusion 
which I make (Vol. ii. p. 61 jin,) to D. H. Muller’s pamphlet. Die 
Bergpredigt im lAchJte der Strophentheorie (1908, p. 13), may be 
supplemented by giving the Rabbinic references on which Muller 
relies. They are Sifra (28 a) on Lev. v. 23-25, Baba Kamma no a 
[Mishnah ix. jin.], and Tosefta Baba Kamma x. 18, p. 368. The 
teaching as regards reconcilement is on Rabbinic lines. It is well 
known how insistent the Rabbis were on the duty of reconcilement. 
Sins against his neighbour cannot be forgiven or atoned for by the 
Day of Atonement unless a man has first been reconciled to his 
neighbour. Such is the teaching of the Mishnah (Yoma viii. 9). 
And a man who has been insulted in public had the right to demand 
that the insulter should beg his pardon, and ask to be reconciled, 
in the presence of those before whom he had insulted him. The 
Pesikta passage (163 b) quoted by S.B. is pretty. ‘ It is a common 
custom, said R. Elazar, that if a man has insulted his neighbour 
in public, and after a time wants to be reconciled with him, the 
other would say, You insulted me in public, and now you want to 
make it up with me in private ; go, bring those men before whom 
you insulted me, and then I will be reconciled to you. But God is 
not so ; a man reviles and blasphemes him in the open street, and 
God says. Repent in private, and I will receive you.’ I like also 
the quaint story about Raba and the poor man, who was supported 
by the community, and came to Raba for a meal. Raba (fourth 
century) asked him what he usually had for his fare. The man 
replied fatted chicken and old wine. But do you not, said Raba, 
feel worried that you are a burden to the community ? Do I eat 
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what is theirs, said the man ? I eat what is Grod’s. (Psahn cxlv. 15.) 
While they talked, Raba’s sister came to see him, whom he had 
not seen for thirteen years. She brought him a present of a fatted 
chicken and some old wine. That is a token, thought Raba. I 
apologize, said he to the poor man. ‘ Come and eat ’ (Kethuboth 67 b). 

27, 28. The sayings about adultery contain nothing new or off 
the Rabbinic line. On the general subject of the intercourse of 
man and woman with each other, the views of the Rabbis are 
oriental. To talk to a woman, to look at a woman, indeed to Have 
anything to do with a woman, was regarded as dangerous and 
objectionable. It may be questioned whether the Rabbis approved 
the free way in which Jesus (and he a bachelor) apparently mixed 
with women, but it must be admitted that we hear nothing of any 
criticism of his conduct on this count. More than once the saying 
occurs that there is an adultery of the eye or with the eye, as well 
as an adultery of the body or with the body. (Pesikta R. 124 b.) 
Adultery is forbidden, ‘ both with the eye and in the heart ^ (Mechilta 
R. Simeon p. iii : S.B. cd loc.). Resh Lakish, alluding to Job 
xxiv. 15, said, ‘ The verse is intended to indicate that one can 
commit adultery with the eye as well as with the body ’ (Lev. R. 
xxiii. 12 on xviii. 3). ‘ God is long-suffering towards all sins except 
towards unchastity’ (niiT) (Lev. R. xxiii. 9 on xviii. 3). Balaam 
is supposed to have suggested to the Moabites to corrupt the 
Israelites through causing them to be unchaste with Moabite women. 
(Numbers xxv. i and xxxi. 16.) He said, ‘ The God of this people 
hates unchastity ’ (riD*)- (Sifre on Numbers xxxi. 16, 59 b Jin,) 
{Op, Kohler, Origins, p. 116 and p. 286, nn. 28 and 29.) ‘ He 
who looks at a woman with desire is as one who has criminal 
intercourse with her ’ (Kalla, foot of col. i in ed. Vienna, 1868). 
The story in Sanhedrin 75 a (quoted in S.B. p. 300) is worth 
reading. A man conceived an illegitimate longing for a certain 
woman, and the doctor said that if his desire were not gratified, or 
partially gratified, he could not be cured. But the Rabbis said, 
‘ Then let him die.’ ‘ Evil thoughts’ (i,e, lustful thoughts) ‘are 
even worse than lustful deeds ’ (Yoma 29 a). 

For the last passage cp, Sevenster, p. 141, n. 3. I believe that 
the Dutch scholar and the authorities he quotes are wrong, whereas 
Abrahams, Studies ii. 205, and Moore ii. 271, are right. The saying 
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means morally worse, and the word does not compel us to 
render, ‘ Evil thoughts are more injurious (to the constitution) even 
than the hurtful deed/ Moore, among other passages, alludes to 
Niddah 13 b init, ‘ R. Ammi says, He who gives himself up to sen- 
sual thoughts (ninnn iDvy is not allowed to draw near 

to the divine presence, the nv^riD of the Holy One.’ I am glad to say 
that Mr. Loewe agrees with me as to the meaning of Yoma 29 a. 

Kittel seems to make a blunder here. He says : ‘Es ist wahr, 
dass der Talmud sehr bedenkliche Laxheiten kennt : dass Gott nur 
die gute Absicht zur Tat hinzurechne, die bose Absicht aber nicht, 
und noch sehr viel schlimmere Dinge.’ ^ What Kittel says about 
the Deed and the Intention rests upon a misapprehension. The 
Talmud means that God is so merciful that he does not punish an 
evil intention which is prevented from being translated into action, 
while he rewards the good intention which is so prevented. (Kid- 
dushin 40 a. In Jer. Peah i. 16 b, top, the wording would rather seem 
to mean that, in the case of the good action, the intention is rewarded 
as well as the deed, while, in the case of the evil action, the intention 
by itself is not punished). There is no suggestion that evil intentions 
do not matter or are not sinful. On the contrary, so far as sinful- 
ness is concerned, evil thoughts or intentions are as bad as, or worse 
than, evil deeds. On the other hand, the Rabbis may (in Jer. Peah) 
be blamed for their particularism, because with the heathen God 
punishes the evil intention not followed by deed, and ignores the 
good intention also not followed by deed. As regards ‘ the much 
worse things,’ some of them fall under the rubric of particularism. 
It is, e,g,, not adultery to have intercourse with the wife of a heathen, 
for he is not your ‘ neighbour.’ But while that is the Law, it does not 
follow that such unchastity was regarded as permitted. There are 
sins which the Law cannot touch, but which are none the less sinful. 
God will punish them, though man cannot. As to the others, which 
concern the relations of Israelite men and women with each other, 
the se 4 r vid schUmmere Dinge are substantiated by only three 
examples out of the huge mass of Rabbinic material. It is doubtful 
whether Kittel knows of any more examples, though his wording is 
calculated to give the impression that such examples exist. He 

^ * It is true that the Talmud contains very serious laxities ; e.g. that God 
only reckons the good intention on to the deed, but not the bad intention, and 
many other very much worse things as well* 
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says, ‘ Femer ist etwa zu erinnem an,’ and then follow the Three. 
In view of the great importance of KitteTs book, of his own dis- 
tinguished scholarship, and of his general desire, and even struggle, 
to try to be fair, it is well worth while to examine the three instances 
with care. One of them comes to very little ; one has been mis- 
understood ; one remains obscure. The first, Nedarim 20 b (not 
20 a, as in Kittel), cannot easily be dealt with fully in a book intended 
for general reading, but this fact is not to the discredit of the Rabbis. 
It is due partly to difference in standards of taste as to what can 
and cannot be spoken about in public, partly to the fact that the 
Rabbinical literature deals with all the circumstances of life, with 
all virtues and delicacies, and, where needful, with all sins and in- 
delicacies. In the passage in question, Kittel complains of the 
unbefriedigende Auskunft (the unsatisfactory, or unpleasing, reply) 
given by two Rabbis to two women who asked for protection, 
and the influence of their authority, in an ugly matrimonial trouble. 
Now, it is rather striking that the passage occurs in connection with 
a rather remarkable instance of Rabbinic delicacy. Certain ideals 
(if one may use the word) or desiderata are laid down on the subject 
of marital intercourse. I cannot quote these regulations or desiderata, 
but anyone who chooses to look up the passage, even in Gold- 
schmidt’s translation, will see that I am speaking the truth. On 
the other hand, these regulations (which touch the conduct of the 
two husbands) are not ‘ law.’ They are not the Halachah, The 
women who came to Rabbi and Rab came to them in their capacity 
as judges. The Rabbis’ reply is brief, and we need not suppose that 
the entire conversation between them has been preserved. The 
Rabbis say, ‘ We are powerless ; your husbands have indeed acted 
towards you improperly, but, legally, you are in these matters in 
the power of your husbands, and it is impossible for us to interfere.’ 
The wording as given is abrupt. But the meaning and intention 
are what I have indicated. It can therefore hardly be regarded 
as a fair example of noch sehr vid schlimmere Dinge, The second 
example is from Sanhedrin ii a. Here, rightly understood, the 
passage stands to the credit, rather than to the discredit, of Rabbi 
Meir. But it needs an introduction to understand it. According 
to Rabbinic law, cohabitation was held to constitute marriage. It 
was not the desirable way of contracting a marriage ; that was by 
the rite of Kiddushin and Kethubah, et cetera ; but, nevertheless, 
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if a man and woman lived together, they were assumed to be legally 
married, and their children were legitimate. (In Scotland, any 
acknowledgment of marriage, even without witnesses, followed by 
intercourse, or again, intercourse followed by a promise of marriage, 
constitutes an irregular marriage, which, under certain circumstances, 
may be held to be valid.) Now we are told, ‘ A woman once entered 
R. Meir’s lecture room and said to him, Rabbi, one of you has 
married me by cohabitation (intercourse nK’ 3 ). R. Meir stood 
up and wrote her a bill of divorce (get), and gave it her. Where- 
upon they all rose up and did the same.’ Kittel speaks of ‘ die 
wenig erfreuliche Art, in der R. Meir eine von einem seiner Schuler 
geschandete Frau abspeist.’^ I have discussed this story (as well as 
the other two) with Mr. Loewe, and he tells me that one of two 
things must have happened. One of R. Meir’s students had seduced 
the woman, and she did not know who he was, or did not know his 
name : or he had lived with her, and left her without divorcing 
her, so that she was a * deserted ’ wife, who could not marry again. 
R. Meir sought to help her, but he also wished not to make the 
culprit publicly known. He was legally bound to recognize the 
‘ marriage ’ as legal. Therefore he himself gives her a divorce, and 
his example is followed by all the others. One of these bills of 
divorce was obviously genuine, and so the woman was freed, but 
the culprit was not put to open shame. [Immediately before this 
story comes the famous tale about the garlic. ‘ It happened that 
Rabbi (R. Judah the Prince) entered his lecture room and smelt 
garlic : so he said, Let him who has eaten garlic (Ditr) leave the 
room. Then R. Chiya stood up and went out. Whereupon they 
all got up and went out.’] Again, we can hardly, in justice, call the 
second example a case of noch seJir viel schlimmere Dinge. 

The third example is more diflScult, and, on the face of it, it 
deserves, perhaps, even more than the comparatively mild way in which 
Kittel speaks of it. (‘Die keineswegs von alien als harmlos verstandene 
Eintagsehe von Rab und von R. Nachman, Yebamoth 37b, Yoma 18 b. ’)* 
It is told of Rab that when he came to Ardeshir (near Ctesiphon) he 

1 * The disagreeable way in which R. Meir dismisses the woman who had been 
seduced by one of his own pupils.’ 

• * The one-day marriage of Rab and R. Nachman by no means regarded by 
all as harmless.’ This means, I suppose, that many commentators and interpreters 
are unable to explain away the ‘ one- day * marriage as morally innocuous, and as 
not meaning a real and consummated marriage. 
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used to proclaim, ‘ What woman wishes to marry me for a day ? ’ 
Knn JKD). When R. Nachman came to Shekanzib, he used to 
make the same proclamation. These statements are extraordinary, 
nor can they be fully explained, and their painful and apparently 
immoral character cannot be entirely removed. From Kittel’s 
point of view, and with his object, they constitute the best of his 
three instances. Mr. Loewe is of opinion that they are ‘ rhetorical, 
and do not represent actual facts.’ They occur in a difficult and 
technical discussion about certain rulings of R. Eliezer b. Jacob. 
These rulings were directed against polygamy, and declare (i) that 
a man must not maintain households in different towns, as this might 
lead to incest on the part of his children ; and (2) that a man must 
not marry a woman with the intention of divorcing her. The state- 
ments about Rab and R. Nachman are related as being in opposition 
to R. Eliezer’s rulings. They are challenged on purely technical 
grounds : their obvious immorahty is not alluded to. But is it 
conceivable that no word would have been said about this ? The 
technical objections, and the various explanations of, and inter- 
pretations given to, the statements would take too long to state, 
and much too long to explain, but they all seem to smack of a certain 
unreality — of the lecture-room and of legal casuistry (not wholly 
delectable and wholesome, but yet very different from direct 
immorality) rather than of life. Mr. Loewe adds : ‘ The stories 
regarded as facts are inherently improbable because of the person- 
alities of Rab and R. Nachman b. Jacob. In Kiddushin 41 a Rab 
says (in discussing marriage by proxy) “ a man should not marry a 
woman till he has seen her, lest he should see in her something un- 
seemly, and she seem hideous to him, whereas the Law says. Thou 
shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.” Now if the statement in 
Sanhedrin were true, would it not have been flung in his face in 
Kiddushin ? Moreover, Rab, of all people, could not be accused of 
indulging his passions. His family life is too well known. Curiously 
enough he was married to a wife who treated him badly. Yet he 
said (Baba Mezia 59 a), “A man must be scrupulous not to pain his 
wife, because women are easily moved to tears, and therefore to 
grieve them is the more culpable.” In spite of the petty annoyances 
which he suffered at the hands of his wife (Yeb. 63 a), and which 
perhaps made him say, “ Any evil rather than a bad wife ” (Sabb. 
II a), he was honoured for his strict and holy life. {Cp, the odd 
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story, Chagigah 5 a.) He cannot have been a hypocrite. It is 
equally hard to believe this of E. Nachman b. Jacob, who married 
the daughter of the exilarch and had a happy home life.’ Thus we 
may, upon the whole, acquit the Rabbis and the Talmud of noch 
vid scMimmere Dinge, If, from the immense Rabbinic literature, 
so frank and undress and imworked up as it is, nothing worse on 
the side of sexual baseness can be alleged than these three stories, 
the verdict must be in the Rabbis’ favour. 

29, 30. I now think that I was wrong in suggesting that in this 
passage there is a ‘ distinct ascetic tinge.’ Even if such a tinge is to 
be found in other passages (e,g. Matt. xix. ii, 12), I doubt whether 
more is intended here than a hyperbolic warning against the smallest 
pelding to illegitimate desire. The hand is hardly in place here, 
but it is brought in because of the eye. Numbers xv. 39 is often 
quoted and applied by the Rabbis. ‘ Eye and heart are the two 
go-betweens (mediators) (niDto) of sin. So (Prov. xxiii. 26) God 
says, If thou give me thy heart and thine eyes, then I know that 
thou art mine ’ (Jer. Berachoth i. § viii. 3 c, and cp. Numbers R. 
xvii. 6). ‘ Do not stumble through thine eyes : all stumbling 
comes through the eyes ’ (Derech Eretz 

Zuta i.). The two remarkable passages quoted by Fiebig, and given 
by me on p. 65 (Vol. ii.) of the Commentary, are also quoted by S.B. 
‘ In the first passage, and in the Mishnah passage on which it is 
based (Niddah 13 a), the punishment of having the hand cut off is 
to be the penalty of a man who is guilty of certain unclean acts. 
When R. Tarphon is asked whether, under certain circumstances, 
where life might be in danger, such an act might not be justifiable, 
he replies, “ It is better that a man’s body should burst rather than 
that he should go down into the pit ” {i,e. Gehenna or Hell).’ The 
expressions are, I should suppose, metaphorical. In spite of Deut. 
XXV. 12, there was, I presume, no question of a man’s hand being 
actually cut off for any of the offences suggested. Besides, how 
could they be known ? The sajdngs and phrases, therefore, show 
how vivid and strong oriental hyperbole could be. On the whole, 
therefore, there is little reason to believe that 29, 30 contain anything 
which might not have been said by a Rabbi. 


31, 32. In these verses the originality of Jesus is made manifest. 
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So far, in the Sermon on the Mount, we have found nothing which 
goes beyond Rabbinic religion and Rabbinic morality, or which 
greatly differs from them. Here we do. The attitude of Jesus 
towards women is very striking. He breaks through oriental 
limitations in more directions than one. For (i) he associates 
with, and is much looked after by, women in a manner which 
was unusual ; (2) he is more strict about divorce ; (3) he is also 
more merciful and compassionate. He is a great champion of 
womanhood. And in this combination of freedom and pity, as 
well as in his strict attitude to divorce, he makes a new departure 
of enormous significance and importance. If he had done no more 
than this, he might justly be regarded as one of the great teachers 
of the world. 

Mr. Loewe, generously anxious to champion the Rabbis, and to 
weaken any difference between their teaching and that of Jesus, 
if the teaching of Jesus appears superior to theirs, asks this question : 
‘ If Jesus’s association with women was so novel, what about 
“ widows ” houses ? (Mark xii. 40.) You cannot have it both 
ways. If the Rabbis never spoke to women, how could they have 
influenced them to such an extent as to get their property ? We 
often hear of women — including Roman matrons — asking Rabbis 
questions. It is true that we have sayings like, “ A man^should not 
walk four paces behind a (strange) woman,” but such a prohibition 
related to casual meetings. As to divorce, if Jesus was strict about 
divorce, so was Shammai. If he was tender, so was Hillel. How 
was he then, in a quite new and special way, the champion ot 
women ? ’ 

It is needless for me to repeat what I have said upon the subject 
in the Commentary. The long pages of S.B. about the regulations 
and laws about divorce are full, and (I believe) accurate. Note- 
worthy (and to the credit of the Rabbis) are certain provisions, 
according to which, in certain special cases, a woman, on her side, 
could compel her husband to divorce her. There are a few stock 
passages which S.B. are fair enough to quote (p. 320) against divorce, 
especially against divorcing a first wife, the wife of one’s youth. . ‘ If 
a man divorces his first wife, even the very altar weeps ’ (Gittm 90 b), 
said R. Elazar (a.d. 270) ; and R. Yochanan went so far as to say, 
* Hateful is divorce.’ But it would not appear that such passages 
are numerous, though it is rather nice that Tractate Gittin (on 
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Divorce) ends with this saying of R. Elazar and the quotation from 
Malachi ii. 13, 14. It was permitted to marry a divorced woman, 
but such marriages were looked upon as not likely to turn out well. 
S.B. give the passages in question. They are in the right as against 
the Dutch Jewish scholar and apologist, Tal. It is noteworthy that 
the one man whom a woman, divorced for adultery, might not 
marry was the co-respondent. Kittel (p. loi) also quotes a sentence 
from Pirke R. Eliezer xxxiv. (p. 254 in Mr. Friedlander’s transla- 
tion) : ‘ When a woman is divorced from her husband, her voice goes 
forth from one end of the world to another, but the voice is inaudible.’ 

33-37. The section about oaths and swearing is not of any great 
interest for us to-day. But it is clear from the Rabbinic literature 
that constant swearing, even in such lesser forms as ‘ by thy life ’ 
was a fault to which the Jewish people, right through the Rabbinic 
period, were very liable. ‘ By thy life ’ is even frequently put into 
the mouth of God. The Rabbis are often reported to use oaths. 
Cjp, Kittel, p. 97. Thus R. Tarphon often said, ‘ May I lose my 
sons if I should not have done, or if I did not hear, so and so ’ 
("33 npfi«. See Levy under npfi) (Sabbath 116 a, etc., and Baba 
Mezia 85 a with the queer story). Judah b. Tabbai says : ‘ May 
I not see the comfort (i.e. the Messianic redemption) of Israel if I 
did not do so and so ’ (Makkoth 5 b with the touching story attached). 
Yet the Rabbis condenm idle swearing severely. They say that 
even to ‘ swear upon the truth ’ is unseemly, hv U'Tmi ncK 
riDKn (Tanchuma, Vayikra, 136 a). ‘ Our 
Rabbis have taught. Let no Israelite be hasty ({^1")£) in vows or 
in laughter or in deceiving another by an oath, saying it was no oath. 
In a certain district there were 2000 cities, and they were aU de- 
stroyed because of a true, but idle, oath. For one said to the other, 
I swear I will go to such and such a place to eat and drink. And 
they went, and so their oath was fulfilled, but they all perished.’ 
The Rabbis also condenm useless swearing. To use any form of 
oath in such an assertion as, ‘ That is an olive tree ’ is an idle oath, 
however true it is that the tree is an olive tree. (Pesikta R. 112 b- 
113 a.) A queer story is told of the evil effects of idle swearing, 
like ‘ May I bury my son if I did so and so.’ ‘ A woman went to 
her neighbour’s house to roll the dough. She had fastened two 
denars in the seam of her bonnet. They fell down and were rolled 
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into the dough. When she returned, she looked for the denars and 
could not find them. She went back and said to her neighbour, 
Give me the two denars which fell down in your house. The 
neighbour said, I know nothing of them ; may I bury my son if I 
know about them. She buried her son. When they returned from 
the burial, she heard a voice saying. Had she not known about the 
denars, she would not have buried her son. She said. May I bury my 
other son if I know about them. And she buried him. They came to 
comfort her : at the meal a loaf was cut, and the two denars were found 
in it. So do they say : Be you guilty or innocent, do not swear ’ 
(Jer. Shebuoth vi. § 6, 37 a). The third commandment is interpreted 
to mean a true, but idle, oath. HW KM it 

(Pesikta R. 112 b). Deut. x. 20 is used rather cleverly. ‘ God 
says to Israel, You are not to think that it is permitted to you to 
swear by my name ; even truthfully you are not permitted to swear 
by my name ; unless it be that you fear God and serve him and 
cleave to him, then only may you (also) swear by my name. . . . 
Be careful with vows, and not hasty with them, for he who is hasty 
with vows will end by false swearing (nij;iDl 2^3 and he who 

swears falsely, denies me, and will never be forgiven ’ (Tanchuma 
B. I. Mattoth 79 a). To illustrate Matt. v. 36, S.B. quote a passage 
from Sanhedrin Mishnah iii. 2 in which ‘ by the life of thy head * 
occurs as a swear formula in a vow, and a passage in Leviticus R., 
Metzora xix. 2, on xv. 25, where the impossibility is alluded to of 
all the peoples of the world making the wing of a single raven white. 
The ‘ yea, yea ’ Rabbinic parallel occurs several times. ‘ Let your 
nay and yea be both zedeh ’ (righteous, accurate) (Baba Mezia 49 a). 
R. Huna said, ‘ The yea of the righteous is a yea ; their no is a no ’ 
(Ruth R. vii. § 6, on iii. 18). ‘ Yes, yes ’ and ‘ no, no ’ may be 

regarded as equivalent to oaths. R. Elazar said, ‘ Yea is an oath, 
and nay is an oath ’ ; Raba said, ‘ But only then if yea and nay are 
said twice ’ (Shebuoth 36 a). The Israelites answered, ‘ Yea, yea ’ 
and ‘ nay, nay ’ to the commands at Sinai. (Yes, we will do this ; 
no, we will not do that.) (Mechilta on Exodus xx. i, 2 ; 66 a.) 
A man may not be liable legally in certain cases of not absolutely 
scrupulous honesty, but ‘ though not liable in a human court, he is 
liable in the heavenly court '•jna ^iTi). If a man has given 

a salesman the money for produce (nn’’!:), but has not actually 
taken the stufi into his hands or possession, he can legally draw back 

E 
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from the transaction, but it is said that he who exacted retribution 
of the generation of the flood and the generation of the Dispersion 
(at the tower of Babel), will exact it of the man who does not stand 
by his word’ (nunJi noiy (Mishnah Baba Mezia iv. 2). 

(Moore ii. p. 140.) One must not say one thing with the mouth 
and another thing in the heart. (Baba Mezia 49 a.) I do not think 
that the ‘ unbedingte Wahrhaftigkeit im Reden ’ (‘ unqualified truth- 
fulness in speech ’) which Jesus demanded was not also demanded, 
and was not also regarded as part of the moral ideal, by the Rabbis. 
Here even the impartial Windisch seems to me not quite accurate 
(p. 48 fin., 49 init.). {Cp. Moore ii. 189, who gives several good 
passages.) On the other hand, so far as Jesus means : Never swear ; 
do not say more than Yes and No ; merely ‘ affirm,’ he goes beyond 
the Rabbis. There is no Rabbinical ordinance or injunction never 
to * swear ’ or to take an oath. Here Sevenster, pp. 155--157, is right. 

38-42. I am inclined to think that in the question as to the 
relation of these verses to Rabbinic teaching, both Jewish and 
Christian commentators often go wrong. The Jewish critic usually 
objects to these verses and to their doctrine. In many passages 
of the Sermon he is at pains to adduce Rabbinic parallels, and to 
argue that the teaching of Jesus is on all-fours with the teaching 
of the Rabbis. Here, however, he usually takes the other line. 
Here he assumes a contrast, and because there is a contrast, the new 
teaching of Jesus is unsatisfactory or bad. The saying, ‘ Resist 
not wickedness ’ is taken at its face value and pressed. It is regarded 
as if it meant that no force is to be used in relation to all kinds of 
evil by whomever and whenever committed. It is regarded as 
meant to imply the wrongness of armies, of policemen, of law courts, 
of prisons, etc., and then it is easy to show that if the injunction 
were literally obeyed, society would collapse and become impossible. 
Again, from one definite point of view, to resist evil is a holy and 
righteous duty. TTovqp^ is one of the motives of 

social well-doing and progress. To fight evil in all its many and 
complicated forms, to recognize it before the multitude recognize it, 
or before a ruling class recognizes it — is not this the mark of the 
prophet and the reformer ? On all that side of the matter Jesus 
never looked. He never thought about it. Even if the evil is 
personalized and embodied in a bad man or in bad men, it may 
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still be a holy duty to resist their wickedness and to fight them. 
In the last resort, physical resistance may be justifiable enough. 
There might even perhaps be cases where the offended might 
justifiably fight the offender, over and above the cases of resist- 
ance to violence and robbery. One remembers Browning’s poem 
‘ Before,’ and the noble lines : 

Ah, ‘ forgive * you bid him ? While God’s champion lives, 

Wrong shall be resisted ; dead, why, he forgives. 

But you must not end my friend ere you begin him ; 

Evil stands not crowned on earth, while breath is in him. 

But of such possibilities as Browning, in the wealth of his im- 
agination, conjures up, Jesus was not thinking, and could not think. 
The Christian commentator, on the other hand, too often compares 
the teaching with lower conceptions, or immature legal ordinances, 
in the Pentateuch, or with the general doctrine of tit for tat. Or the 
teaching is compared either with some purely legal paragraphs in 
the Mishnah or with some of the lower and grosser passages in 
the Talmud. For, from the Talmudic sea you can fish out what 
suits your purpose, and yet it does not follow that the ‘ bad ’ product 
of your dredging is really characteristic of Eabbinic teaching as a 
whole. It is assumed that the spirit of the teaching of verses 38-42 
is entirely opposed to, and different from, the teaching of the Kabbis ; 
that the spirit of 38-42 is new and Christian ; that the opposite 
spirit is old and ‘ Jewish,’ Both these Jewish and Christian ways 
of looking at the section are, to my thinking, inaccurate and un- 
historic. Both are instinct with the manner of the apologist. Or, 
if it is the Jew who is the apologist, then the Christian is the 
thick-and-thin admirer, who delights in foils. Neither attitude 
beseems the critical historian. 

What I have said in the Commentary (n. pp. 69-76) seems to 
me pretty right, but I feel more strongly than I did then that Jesus 
is thinking of the recipient of an injury rather than of the man who 
does the wrong. I agree with Klostermann : ‘ Der Jimger soli, um 
seiner Jiingerschaft willen, so weit von jedem Gredanken an Vergel- 
tung frei sein, dass er vielmehr sofort das Gleiche noch einmal zu 
dulden bereit ist.’ ^ Neither Matthew nor Jesus, on the other hand, 

^ * The disciple, because of his discipleship, is to be so removed from every 
thought of retaliation that he is ever ready at onoe to endure the same sort of 
wrong over again.’ 
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would, I suppose, have regarded the teaching in 39-42 as inconsistent 
with the action in xxi. 12. Jesus is thinking of private injuries, not 
of public justice or public wrong-doing, or, indeed, of wrong-doing 
at all, except in so far as wrong-doing affects particular persons. 
He is thus concerned not so much about the wrong-doing as it 
affects the wrong-doer, but as to what is to be the sufferer’s right atti- 
tude concerning it. And so much is the receiver, and not the doer, 
of the wrong thought of that it does not seem incongruous to Jesus, 
or, perhaps rather, to Matthew, to add 42 to 38-41, though in 42 no 
evil is spoken of at all. Jesus teaches an excess in virtue, an excess 
in forbearance, an excess in forgiveness, an excess in gentleness, an 
excess in giving and yielding. He does — and here there is originality 
— very often oppose the principle of measure ior measure, and it is 
against this principle that he is speaking here. Virtue, the full 
virtue of a disciple, is an excess, a full devotion, an overflowing 
measure ; even Aristotle, who laid down the doctrine of virtue 
being a mean, had also to point out that this very mean is itself, 
in some sense, an excess (8ta to to iilaov elval ttco? aKpov), So 
too ‘ virtue, if regarded in its essence or theoretical conception, is a 
mean state, but, if regarded from the point of view of the highest 
good, it is an extreme ’ (A to #caTa fiev ttjv ova lav Kal rov Xoyov 



dpiarov Kal to ed aKporrjs, — Nicomachaean Ethics, ii. 6). But it 
will not do to maintain that Jesus’ spirit of forbearance, of gentleness, 
of goodness, of charity, is wholly opposed to the teaching of the 
Babbis. It is the same spirit which inspired the best teaching of 
the Rabbis, carried to an extreme ; couched in vivid and hyper- 
bolic language, expressed with intense earnestness, enthusiasm, and 
conviction, as central features of the teaching as a whole. The 
Rabbis taught that a man must be forbearing ; that he must not stand 
upon his rights ; that not to reply to reviling and insult was the 
highest virtue ; that to give freely was a duty. Jesus teaches the 
same things with burning passion, and as part of a rounded whole of 
self-sacrifice and devotion. 

But the Rabbis are cooler and calmer. They see other aspects 
of the relation between offender and offended, other aspects of the 
whole question. Suppose a man is about to murder you : would 
Jesus have said that you need not defend yourself ? The Rabbis 
do not hesitate to say that you may anticipate the man’s evil- 
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doing by killing him yourself. And I am not inclined to say that 
they are wrong. ‘ One is not to say or think, I shall be guilty of 
his blood, but one is to kill him at once ’ (Midrash Psalms Ivi., 
vi. verse i, 147 b). The proverb is approved of : ‘ kill him before 
he kills thee.’ noKn hn 

:t»D To act thus is even regarded as an 

injunction of the Law (Sanhedrin 72 a, H 2 ; 

Berachoth 58 a, 62 b). One can hardly conceive Jesus sa}dng such 
a thing, and yet are we to blame the Rabbis for their realism ? 
I hardly think so. In spite of their many crotchets and ab- 
surdities, there is often a healthy and breezy common sense about 
the Rabbis which is very refreshing. And one also feels that if 
they are sincere in their crotchets and absurdities, they are no 
less sincere in their common sense, and again, if they are sincere 
in their common sense, they are no less sincere in their high 
idealisms. 

S.B. consider that we may rightly compare with 39 the common 
Rabbinic phrase, vnnD by ‘ He passes over his rights.’ 

He is gracious and yielding. The same idea is expressed by the 
phrase, vnnD by “iDiy ‘ he does not stand upon his rights.’ 
Levy and S.B. quote the same passages. ‘ He who is yielding — 
who ignores a slight or a wrong — has all his sins forgiven him ’ 
(Yoma 23 a). Rabbi Akiba’s prayer for rain was answered, 
while R. Eliezer’s prayer was not answered, according to a heavenly 
voice, not because AJdba was greater than Eliezer, but because 
Eliezer was not forbearing and AJdba was forbearing (Taanith 25 b). 
But I do not imagine that this forbearance went as far to the 
Rabbis as the /X17 dvTiarrjvai rw irovTipi^ inculcated by Jesus. 
Yet it was in the same direction. The virtue which Jesus demanded 
from his disciples was the * forbearance ’ of the Rabbis carried to 
an extreme, auf die SpUze getrieben, as the Grermans say. 

The proverbs which S.B. quote about the donkey are, as they 
themselves observe, of no great significance. * The Rabbis have 
a saying. If your fellows call you an ass, put the saddle on your 
shoulders ’ (Baba Kamma 92 a), and ‘ As people say, If some one 
says. Your ears are asses’ ears, give no heed ; if two say it, get you 
a halter ’ (Gtenesis R., i^b 3dv. 7, on xvi. 9). But there may be 
something else hinted at here than mere forbearance. 

The famous passage in Sabbath 88 b has already been given. 
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It is not, however, without significance that the prayer of Mar b. 
Babina was partially taken up into the liturgy, and is now said 
(silently) at the end of the Amidah. The words are well worth quot- 
ing: ‘0 my God, guard my tongue from evil and my lips from 
speaking guile ; to such as curse me let my soul be dumb, yea, let 
my soul be unto all as the dust.* It is true that there follows upon 
these words the prayer, ‘ If any design evil against me, speedily 
make their counsel of none effect, and frustrate their designs.* But 
is there any objection to an honest prayer of this kind ? Both parts 
of the prayer are equally simple and sincere. And it should be noted 
that the Rabbi does not pray for the destruction of his enemies, but 
only for the frustration of their designs (Berachoth 17 a, Authorized 
Prayer Book, p. 54, with Dr. Abrahams* note on p. Ixx.). This 
prayer seems to me to stand on an equal footing with the idealism 
of Jesus. It is a true exemplification of ‘ resist not evil.* 

The legal enactments, provisions, and discussions in the Mishnah 
and the Gemara about injuries and blows must not be compared 
with the teaching of the Sermon on the Mount, any more than one 
would compare the clauses of any other civil or criminal code book 
with that Sermon. On the other hand, it seems to me to the credit 
of the Mishnah (and a part of its Eigenart) that so many ethical or 
religious remarks are mixed up with its legal provisos. For example ; 
‘ Even if a man has paid compensation for an injury, he is not for- 
given (by God) for his wrong until he has asked pardon from the 
man to whom he did the injury * (Baba Kamma Mishnah, viii. 7, 
92 a). And the Tosefta adds the following, which is really rather 
remarkable, coming as it does in a purely legal context. ‘ If a 
man has received an injury, and if the wrong-doer has not asked 
his forgiveness, he must nevertheless ask (God) to show him pity.* 
[Then follow the Biblical examples and proofs.] ‘ R. Gamaliel 
quoted Deut. xiii. 17 (‘‘ That the Lord may show thee mercy and 
have compassion upon thee *’), and said. Let this be a sign in thy 
hand that whenever thou art compassionate, the Compassionate 
One will have compassion upcm thee.* 

It seems to me as if all these passages, taken together, show that 
there is really no antithesis between the spirit of the Sermon (in 
this section 38-42) and the spirit of the Rabbis. Naturally, for 
just comparison, one must choose the best sayings one can find, 
and it is legitimate to do this so long as it is justifiable to hold that 
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these best sayings really (fo represent the prevailing line of the Rab- 
binic teaching, and that it is fair to assess that teaching by them 
rather than by any outburst of hatred or anger which can be fished 
up elsewhere from the Talmudic deep. Just so it is fair to assess 
the teaching of Jesus rather from the Sermon than from ‘ vipers 
and children of hell ’ and ‘ depart from me, ye accursed, into the 
everlasting fire.’ Both Rabbis and Jesus are inconsistent, but we 
will judge them from their higher, and not from their lower, utter- 
ances, so long as these higher utterances are not unusual and excep- 
tional. That seems fair to both. 

Windisch is very interesting on ‘ Resist not evil ’ (pp. 14, 15, 
56, 148, 156). He doubts whether I am right in thinking that the 
injunction has anything to do with the urgency of the time, the 
imminence of the New Aeon. (My Commentary, Vol. ii. p. 71 fin,) 
He says : ‘ Der Radikalismus der Spriiche erklart sich hinreichend 
aus der Tendenz, Vergeltungstrieb, Gregenwehr, Rachedurst bis 
auf die letzte Wurzel auszutilgen.* ^ He then shows with what one- 
sidedness this is done (p. 14). Later on he points out what our 
modem attitude towards these injunctions should be and can be. 
I entirely agree with him. For us (not according to the literal mean- 
ing of the original speaker, but for ns) the demands of the Sermon 
are ‘ keine imperativischen Gebote, keine wortlich uns bindende 
Vorschriften, sondem individuell bedingte Auspragungen einer 
heiligen Gesinnung, deren Wesen es ist, dass sie unter anderen 
Voraussetzungen zu ganz anderen Auspragungen gelangen kann. 
Wir werden also, z.B. wenn wir geschlagen, beleidigt, in unserem 
Besitze geschadigt werden, von den uns zur Verfiigung stehenden 
Rechtsmitteln Gebrauch machen, um Wiederholungen vorzubeugen, 
aber doch dabei uns bemiihen, jedes Gefiihl von Rachgier und 
Vergeltungssucht in uns zu bekampfen. Wir werden dann nicht 
sagen, dass wir das Grebot so erfiillen, wie Jesus es gemeint habe, 
denn was Jesus gemeint hat, ist die w5rtliche Erfiillung ; aber wir 
werden sagen diirfen, dass wir der Gesinnung, auf die er abzielte, 
auch in unserer Haltung Ausdruck geben konnen und woUen ’ (p. 
148).* And he is also right in saying that we justly criticize the 

1 *The radioalism of the sayings is adequately explained by the desire to 
eradicate the instinct of retaliation and of resistance and the thirst for revenge 
to the very last rooUy 

* ' The demands of the Sermon are not definite commands ; they are not 
enactments binding us to their letter, but they are individualized and conditioned 
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words of the Sermon in so far as we point out that they are not 
capable of literal fulfilment {wdrtlich ausfuhrhar). Yet this criticism 
is not the end of the matter. The Sermon will continue to criticize 
us. ‘ Wir haben uns auch vor der Kritik zu beugen, die die Berg- 
predigt trotz allem Widerstande, den wir leisten, an uns iibt und 
mit der sie uns niederschlagt ’ (p. 156).^ I think that this is excellent. 

42. This verse is certainly in strict accordance with Rabbinic 
ordinances. And it may be added that the Rabbis have nothing 
to fear from the closest inspection of their laws and regulations 
about the poor. The combination of fullest charity, considerate 
delicacy, and (occasionally) robust common sense is highly remark- 
able. It is interesting to note that while in the Mishnah (Peah i. i) 
the doing of lovingkindnesses (onon is said to be one of the 

five things for which no measure is laid down in the Torah, and 
while the Rabbis emphasize this ruling in the case of the higher 
charity — ^personal service, as we may call the ‘ doing of loving- 
kindnesses ’ — they hold that for almsgiving there should be a limit. 
That is one reason — there are many others — why charity in the 
higher sense is for them so much greater a thing than almsgiving. 
As to the latter, they held that the maximum a man should give away 
was a fifth of his income. The Gemara of the Jerusalem Talmud 
cites the saying in the Mishnah about there being no limit or measure 
for charity, and continues : ‘ This is said for the body (iS*i:iD), but 
for money (iJiDD) there is a limit. It is reported that at Usha the 
Rabbis decided that a man should give a fifth of his possessions for 
good works (in charity mvoS). If this means, said a Rabbi, a fifth 
of his whole possessions, then in five years he would have nothing 


exemplifications of a holy frame of mind, the essential nature of which is that, 
under difierent presuppositions, it could result in quite different exemplifications. 
Therefore if, for example, we are beaten, or insulted, or injured as to our property, 
we shall make use of the legal means of redress which are available to us, in order 
to prevent repetitions, but nevertheless we shall take great care to fight down 
and quell within us every feeling of revenge and every desire of retaliation. We 
shall not, indeed, then say that we have fulfilled the command as Jesus meant it 
to be fulfilled, for what Jesus meant was a literal fulfilment, but yet we shaU 
be entitled to say that we can, and we intend to, express in our conduct the dis- 
position of mind of which he was thinking and at which he aimed.* 

1 ‘ We must humble ourselves before the accusation which the Sermon, in 
spite of all the resistance which we make to it, brings to bear upon us, and with 
which it knocks us down.* 
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left. It was replied, The first year a fifth of the capital, afterwards 
a fifth of the revenue.’ (I do not find that this arrangment was 
seriously meant or actually carried out. Anyway, it is intended as 
a maximum levy by oneself upon oneself.) R. Yoshebab, we are 
told, gave all his possessions to the poor. R. Gamaliel sent to him 
to say : ‘ Do you not know that the Rabbis have ordered that a 
man should not give more than a fifth ? ’ ( Jer. Peah 15 b). Elsewhere 
the same rule is mentioned thus : ‘ In Usha they ordered that he 
who desires to give profusely shall not give more than a 

fifth, lest he too come to need (the help of his fellow) creatures. 
(But when a certain Rabbi gave away at his death half his 
capital, it was said that the Usha rule did not apply to what 
a man chose to do at his death.) (Kethuboth 50 a, 67 b.) 
Though it is not entirely relevant, it might, nevertheless, be 
desirable to give a few sentences from the passage of the Sifre 98 a 
fin., 98 b init., which is cited in full by S.B. It is supposed to be a 
sort of commentary on, or further legal amplification of, Deut. xv. 
7-11. ‘ There are people who are pained (or who cause pain) 

whether they give or no. Be thou not so : harden not thy heart. 
There are people who give, and then draw back : be thou not so : 
if thou hast opened thine hand four times, thou must do so a hundred 
times. “ Thou shalt surely lend him,” etc. : first they give to him, 
and afterwards they take a pledge from him : so said R. Judah : 
but the wise say. Tell him to bring a pledge so as to quiet his mind, 
“ According to his need ” : you are not commanded to make him 
rich : “ what he wants ” ; even if it be a horse or a slave, as Hillel 
once gave a poor man of good family (who had come down in the 
world) a horse and a slave. And once in Galilee they gave a man a 
litra of fowl flesh a day, ‘‘ What he wants ” : “ he ” includes his 
wife. “ Beware,” etc. : be careful that thou withhold not pity, 
for he who withholds pity from his fellow is likened by Scripture 
to an idolator, and he casts off from him the yoke of heaven.’ ‘ A 
pledge to quiet his mind.’ Is not this charmingly delicate ? Not 
less so is Kethuboth 67 b. To him who has nothing, and refuses to 
let himself be maintained, one must lend on pledge, and afterwards 
one must give it him. And he who has something, but from miserli- 
ness will not nourish himself, must be maintained, and after his 
death one must get it back from his property. So said R. Judah. 
The wise say. One need not bother oneself about him. He who has 
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nothing, and will not be maintained, let him be ofEered relief first 
on loan, and then as gift. So said R. Meir. The wise said first as 
gift, then as loan. He who has, and will not maintain himself (from 
miserliness), let him be given sustenance as gift, and afterwards let 
them demand it back (i.e., it is explained, after his death). R. Simeon 
said, The latter man need not be considered, but as to him who has 
nothing and refuses to receive, let him be asked first to give a pledge 
and then to take, so that his self-respect may be raised. How 
delicate the words and ideas are ! (i) HD, to appease, 

to quiet his mind. (2) vSj; inyn no, to raise his mind, 

to bring back his self-respect. 

More about public and private charity in Rabbinic times can be 
read in Moore ii. pp. 162-179, and in the long excursus in S.B.’s 
Vol. rv.. Die aUjudische PrivaiwohUdtigkeit and Die altjudischen 
LiebeswerJce (pp. 536-610). Even as giving to the poor is obligatory 
‘ according to the measure of his need and to the ability of the 
giver,’ so also is it obligatory to lend to a would-be borrower. 
In the words of the Mechilta (96 a) it is riDlPi, a duty, obligation, 
and not merely permissive. R. Ishmael, using the words in Deuter- 
onomy XV. 8, said, ‘ If a man of good family come and is ashamed 
(to ask for alms), “ open ” to him with words, saying, My son, perhaps 
you need a loan. Hence the saying. Alms are given as a loan ’ 
(Midrash Tannaim, ed. HofEmann, p. 82). ‘ R. Jonah said. It does 
not say in the Psalms (xli. i), Happy is he who gives to the poor, 
but. Happy is he who has consideration for the poor ; therefore take 
great thought how to give him charity aright (icy mstS “1 «m). 
R, Jonah, if he saw a son of a great man who had become impover- 
ished, and was ashamed to ask for relief, went to him and said. As I 
have heard that an inheritance has been left to you overseas, take 
this article of value, and when you realize your inheritance, you can 
repay me. But after he had actuaUy handed it over, he said, I give 
it you as a gift ’ (Leviticus R. xxxiv. i on xxv. 39). But it will 
be found that, insistent as the Rabbis were on the duty of giving 
an^ lending — and giving and lending with delicacy and grace — ^they 
were also keen about vnse giving. Some of their sayings could be 
mottoes for the C.O.S. to-day. Striking is the remark of the Sifra on 
Leviticus xxv. 35 : ‘ If thy brother be waxen poor, thou shalt tot suffer 
him to fall. He is like a load resting on a wall ; one man can then 
hold it and prevent it falling (or keep it in its place), but if it has 
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fallen to the ground, five men cannot raise (or set) it up again ’ 
(109 b). (Moore ii. p. 178.) 

43-48. We now reach the central and most famous section of 
the whole Sermon. About no section are Christian commentators 
and theologians more sensitive. In none are they more anxious 
to prove and maintain the absolute originality of Jesus. The 
originality has to be maintained (a) as against the O.T., (6) as 
against the Rabbis. Thus several things have to be asserted, 
some of which are more dubious than others, (i) The word 
yn in the O.T. means exclusively fellow-Jew, and so it means 
fellow-Jew, fellow-national in Leviticus xix. 18. (2) In the 

interpretation of Leviticus xix. 18 by the Rabbis, the meaning 
is always, and consciously always, limited : the love is limited to 
the fellow-Israelite. (3) ‘ Enemy ’ in Matthew v. 43 includes both 
private enemy and public enemy, i.c. all non-Israelites, all the 
nations. (4) Ger, in the O.T. means not stranger, or non-Israelite, 
but only the resident alien. (5) Get to the Rabbis means only the 
full and complete proselyte. (6) As enemy in Matt. v. 43 means 
both private enemy and public enemy, i.e. includes all non-Israelites, 
Romans, etc., Jesus in w. 43-48 consciously and designedly taught 
universal love — love for all men, whether Jews or non- Jews, whether 
believers or unbelievers, whether friends or enemies, whether 
Pharisees or disciples. (7) Neighbour, cAofter, and beriyyothy 
creatures, in Rabbinic literature only mean fellow-Jew ; the non- 
Israelite is never consciously and deliberately included. (8) The 
Rabbis do not unequivocally teach the love of enemies even when 
the enemies are Israelites. 

Of these eight assertions, some, as I say, are much more dubious 
than others. 

Meanwhile, before I deal with them, I will add one or two 
general remarks to what I have said in the Commentary, n. pp. 
7 ^ 3 - 

Is there not a good deal of cant in much of what we read ab%ut 
universal love, allgemeine Menschenliebe ? I admit that we ought 
not to hate the men and women of ‘ other nations,’ or ‘ other 
nations ’ as a whole. No doubt German hatred of England and 
English people, or English hatred of Germans and Germany, is 
wrong and was wrong. But in ordinary life, for ninety-nine persons 
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out of a hundred, when does allgemeine Menschenlid)e come in ? 
What good does a sort of vague universal love or allgemeine Men- 
schenliAe, a sort of copy-book love for all men, do ? No doubt it 
is better than active hate, but it does not appear as if, for 999 persons 
out of a 1000, it is ever translated, or can be translated, into action. 
A really intense love for your own nationals which is constantly 
overflowing into, and expressing itself in, deeds seems to me worth 
any amoimt of sloppy and vague adulations and laudations of allge- 
meine Menschenliebe, These have too often a Joseph Surface sort 
of look, and what becomes of them at a pinch ? {Cp. Vol. ii. p. 88 
fin,) Whereas the man who is constantly promising love towards his 
fellow-nationals gets his heart set in the direction of love, and such 
a one, when the pinch comes, or when the opportunity offers, is not 
at all unlikely to act according to his wont, even though the object 
is a foreigner. When the needy one is actually before him, he will 
not enquire too closely into his origin or into the composition of his 
blood. Somehow, I feel as if I would prefer a man who loved his 
fellow-nationals so truly that he was constantly doing loving deeds 
(but who did not profess to love the foreigner at all, or even said 
frankly that he ‘ hated * all foreigners), to the man who constantly 
proclaims his love for all men without distinction of race or blood, 
but has never helped a foreigner in his life (and rarely seen one), and 
has infrequently done loving deeds to his own nationals. The 
loving deeds and the number of them : that is the real test or point ; 
not copy-book sentiments and their range. 

Coming now to the eight assertions, I think that the Christian 
commentators are right about (i). In the O.T. Rea^ usually 
means fellow-Israelite, fellow-national, and certainly means it 
in Leviticus xix. 18. I would say the same about (4) and (5). 
Ger in the O.T. means, not foreigner or stranger (if stranger* 
foreigner) but ‘ resident alien.* The foreigner is the nochri, not 
the ger. To the Eabbis ger without qualification is the full and 
complete proselyte. So in (i), (4), and (5) the Christians win easily. 
Tl^ matter is far less simple as regards (2), (3), (6), (7), and (8). 

(Perhaps I ought to add that Mr. Loewe still tries to main- 
tain that ger does not usually mean ‘resident alien,* but 
* sojourner * or ‘ guest,* and that tea* in Lev. xix. 18 does not mean 
fellow-Jew only. His arguments fail to convince me : they are, 

I think, prompted by the intense desire that rea^ in this verse as in 
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i6 should, in the mind of the original writer, have consciously and 
definitely meant everybody, and so included the non- Jew.) 

It is difficult for the Christian commentators to have it both ways. 
If the Rabbis consciously and habitually taught that one must love 
one’s fellow-Israelites, but that one need not love, and that indeed 
one might hate, the non- Jew ) if they taught the identification of the 
non- Jew with the enemy, then it is very strange that Jesus, who 
ex hypothesi is teaching a new doctrine — universal love, the love of 
all men without distinction of nationality— does not definitely tell 
his disciples either that neighbour is to include the non- Jew as well 
as the Jew, or that by enemy he means the national and public 
enemy, the idolater and the Roman, as well as the private, Jewish 
enemy. It is inadequate to say, ‘ He does so in Luke x. 30-37, in 
the parable of the Good Samaritan.’ Even t/that be true, why does 
he not do so here, at so crucial and important a stage in his teaching, 
when (i) misunderstanding was so entirely likely, and (2) definite 
and decided instruction was so eminently desirable ? 

For the hypothesis is : the Rabbis definitely limit love to the 
Jew. Jesus is out definitely to teach a new doctrine, a startlingly 
new doctrine. For the first time in the whole history and life of 
Israel, he is going to teach universal love, to the non-Jew no less 
than to the Jew. Why, then, does he not say, ‘ You have heard men 
teach you that your neighbour is your fellow-Jew ; but I teach you 
that your neighbour is every man, be he non- Jew or Jew ’ ? Or why 
does he not say : ‘ And by enemy I mean not only your Jewish enemy, 
but your Roman oppressor and all the nations and idolaters around 
you ’ ? But not a word is said on these lines, whether in the Sermon 
on the Mount in Matthew or in the Sermon on the Plain in Luke. I 
have made a few remarks of the same sort in the Commentary, and 
I shall have something more to say in detail later on. But, speaking 
generally, it appears to me that the Christian contention in (3) and 
(6) cannot be maintained. Jesus in this section is not definitely 
thinking of the public enemy and of non- Jews. He is not thinking 
of non- Jews one way or the other. I do not mean that he is con- 
sciously and deliberately excluding them. I only mean that he is 
not consciously and deliberately mcluding them. If a popular 
preacher delivers sermons in country villages on love and the love 
of neighbour and of enemies, he is not thinking about contrasts 
between Englishmen and foreigners or between Christians and 
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Mohammedans. He is just thinking of the neighbours of the men 
and women to whom he is talking, and of their friends and theif 
enemies. So, too, was it with Jesus. The Roman oppressor and 
the idolater, the nations around, were not on this occasion before his 
mind. The ‘ enemy * and the neighbour are the personal enemies 
of the people he is addressing — ^the people within their own horizon, 
the people with whom they had to do. It is true that he men- 
tions the ‘ gentiles * {idviKoi) in 47, but he does so merely casually 
for the purpose of an illustration, just as he mentions the tax 
collectors. It is true that he mentions ‘ those who persecute you,* 
but (whether we have here authentic words or no) the persecutors 
in this passage are, in all probability, not Gentiles but Jews. The 
stress is laid on the difference between friend and enemy, not on 
the difference between Jew and Gentile. And yet if, on the one 
hand, the old teaching about love was so deliberately particularistic, 
and if, on the other hand, the new teaching about love was so 
deliberately universal, the stress should have been laid upon the 
difference between Jew and non-Jew. 

I do not mean for a moment to imply that, when the occasion 
arose, Jesus would not have urged his disciples, or would not have 
urged his fellow- Jews, to show mercy and love to a needy Roman or 
to a needy Greek. Assuming both the authenticity of the Good 
Samaritan parable, and that Hal6vy*s hypothesis is false, Jesus, in 
reply to the question. Who is my neighbour ? did, on that occasion, 
definitely teach that your neighbour is the man in trouble, and that 
the man in trouble is your neighbour, whatever his race or nationality. 
All that I am concerned about is the meaning and the implication of 
this section in the Sermon on the Mount. And about this section I 
contend that it does not consciously and designedly teach, in contrast 
to current particularism, the universality of love, the love of all 
men without restriction of race and nationality. It contrasts, not 
the love of Jew with the love of non- Jew, but the love of friend with 
the love of enemy, the love of those who like you with the love of 
those who hate you. It assumes — whether rightly or wrongly is 
another matter— defective teaching about the love of enemies, that 
is the love of those who hate you. It does not assume defective 
teaching (even though such teaching may have existed) about the 
love of the foreigner, the love of Romans or Greeks. To anticipate 
what I have still to say : I think Rabbinic teaching wa^ defective 
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about the love of the foreigner and the idolater, and that Jesus 
might very well have said, ‘ You all consider your neighbour to be 
only your fellow- Jew, but I tell you that the neighbour whom you 
are to love includes all men, the Roman and the Greek and the 
Syrian no less than the Jew.* That would by no means have been 
needless teaching. All I contend is that in Matt. v. 43-48 Jesus 
does not happen to say this : he happens to say something different. 
Nor can it, I think, be urged that Jesus often leaves you to infer 
to what he is alluding. When he has something very definite to say, 
as, for instance, in his teaching about the Sabbath, he is clear and 
distinct enough. I may be mistaken, but I have the feeling that if 
in this section, or on this occasion, he had really wanted to censure 
the particularism of the Jews and of Jewish teaching, and to inculcate 
(in contrast to this particularism) the love of all men, be their 
nationality what it may, he would not have hesitated to make his 
intention perfectly clear. WTien he wanted to be definite, he did 
not mince his words. ‘Er hielt sich kein Blatt vor dem Munde.* 
There is, however, one difficulty in my contention, an objection to 
my argument, which must now be mentioned. Jesus says : ‘ You 
have heard that it was said, Thou shalt love thy neighbour and hate 
thine enemy.* To this statement, as we know, the Jewish critics 
reply that nowhere is it stated in the Law or in the O.T. that ‘ thou 
shalt hate thine enemy.* On the contrary, passages can be quoted 
to the opposite effect, if by ‘ loving,* ‘ doing good to * is meant, and 
by ‘ hating ’ ‘ doing evil.’ But these passages certainly refer to the 
Israelite, not to the foreigner or the idolater. If, then, Jesus bids 
his disciples, in contradistinction to current teaching, or to the teach- 
ing of the Law and of the O.T., to love their enemies, he must be 
referring, not to the Israelite but to the foreigner. 

The Jewish critic is obviously right when he says that there is 
no passage in the O.T. which says, ‘ Thou shalt hate thine enemy.* 
He is also obviously right when he refers to passages like Exodus 
xxiii. 4, 5, or Proverbs xxv. 21, xx. 22. Nevertheless, if one were 
to take the O.T. as a whole, I am not so sure that one can honestly 
say that its general teaching is very definite on the love of enemies, 
even of Israelite enemies. Still less can it be said that it is so when 
the enemies, though Israelite, are conceived to be the enemies of 
the ‘ pious * party, to whom the speaker or writer belongs. For this 
view the Psalms bear witness, so that even, in the noblest of all the 
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instead of an increasing, a lightening ? ’ (in that one is allowed 
to kill a non-Jew !). The answer is : ‘ He is free according to the 
judgments of flesh and blood, but his judgment is given over unto 
heaven.’ Again, in the law of Exodus xxii. 8-9, the Mechilta says : 
‘ to his neighbour,’ not ‘ to others.’ The Law only applies to the 
Israelite (88 b). So in the Sifra, about the law Leviticus xx. 10 
(‘ he that commits adultery with his neighbour’s wife ’), it is not 
adultery if a Jew commits unchastity with a non-Israelite’s non- 
Israelite wife. (Sifra 92 a, on Lev. xx. 10.) Nevertheless, such 
non-adulterous unchastity was severly reprobated. It is a moral, 
though not a legal, offence. In Sifre (97 b), about the enactment 
of Deut. XV. 2, 3, the Rabbinic law agrees with the words of the 
Pentateuch : ‘ neighbour and brother,’ not ‘ others.’ And so with 
Deut. xix. 4 and xxiii. 25 (108 a and 121 b) ‘ neighbour ’ is in each 
case explained to mean fellow-Israelite. These examples are all of 
a strictly legal character, and the remark of the Rabbi as regards the 
first may be held, in some measure, to apply to all. But that 
cannot be said as regards the painful passage in Sifra (89 b) on 
Leviticus xix. 18. (Cp, my Commentary, Vol. ii. p. 88). There, 
after quoting the words n« "iltDn Dipn nh, it distinctly 

says onriK? nriK Dpu. ^Against others you may be 

revengeful or bear a grudge.’ And the ‘ others,’ here as elsewhere, 
are the Gentiles, the non- Jews. I do not see how such a passage as 
this can easily be got over. The curious thing is that these four 
Hebrew words occur just before R. Akiba’s saying that ‘ thou shalt 
love thy neighbour as thyself ’ is the greatest, or most inclusive, 
rule (Kelal) in the Law, and Ben Azzai’s remark that ‘ This is the 
book of the generations of Adam ’ is a greater Kdal (rule) than 
that other, to both of which utterances I must subsequently recur. 

There was, one may presume, during the Rabbinic period, little 
love lost between Jew and Gentile, whether the Gentile was a heathen 
or a Christian. How could it well be otherwise in those days of 
oppression and cruelty ? The feelings of the ordinary Jew towards 
those who persecuted him, or at best despised him, are reflected in 
the Rabbinic literature, and even in the codes, but they are often 
transcended. One gets this kind of thing : ‘ R. Ishmael said. If a 
goi and a Jew come before you in a law suit, use Jewish law if it 
would be favourable to the Jew, and say to the goi^ Such is our law, 
but use gentile law if it would be favourable to the Jew, and say to 
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the goif Such is your law : and if neither method will help the Jew, 
a subterfuge is permissible (pS'pjTD D«i). E. Akiba 

said, A subterfuge is forbidden, because of the sanctification of the 
Name.’ Yet apparently E. Akiba permitted the subterfuge where 
no profanation of the Name could become known. (Baba Kamma 
113 a.) Gp, Sifre 68 b with Kittel’s translation and notes (p. 25). 
Again, a little farther on, in the same Talmudic tractate, we read, 
‘ E. Simeon the Pious said, To rob a goi is forbidden, but one may 
keep what is found ’ (i.c. one is not bound to restore to him his lost 
property which one has found). ‘ E. Pinchas b. Yair said, Where 
the sanctification of the Name comes in, one must restore what is 
lost’ (Baba Kamma 113b). (Moore ii. pp. 105, 109.) That is, no 
doubt, the prevailing motive. One must do what is just to the goi^ 
not for his sake, but for God’s sake. The glorification of Israel’s 
God is the greatest duty of the Israelite’s life. ‘ A just judgment of 
E. Jonathan drew from a Eoman the exclamation. Blessed is the 
God of the Jews ’ (Moore ii. p. 105 ; Jer. Baba Batra ii. 14, 13 c). 
Such an exclamation, from such a source, was, from the Eabbinic 
point of view, one of the most excellent and desirable things that 
could possibly happen. So it is decreed in the Tosefta : ‘ He who 
steals from a goi is bound to make restitution to the goi ; it is worse to 
steal from a goi than to steal from a Jew, because of the profanation 
of the Name’ (Tosefta Baba Kamma x. 15). And as beriyyoih^ 
creatures, certainly means everybody, whether Jew or Gentile, it 
is pleasant to find that in the prohibition of every form of deceit 
the word beriyyoth comes in. 

‘ Everybody who steals the mind (i.e. deceives them) of the crea- 
tures is called a thief ’ (Tosefta Baba Kamma vii. 8). The wording 
in the Tahnud is still more emphatic. Samuel said, ‘ One must not 
steal the mind of the creatures, not even of a goi ’ (ChulUn 94 a). 
(Moore ii. p. 189.) I wonder whether one would find in any mediaeval 
code any rule like : ‘ One must not deceive anyone, not even a 
heretic.’ ‘ One must not rob a Jew because of the sanctification of 
Christ.’ The Eabbis were well aware that all men, and not only 
the Jews, were created by God. Moore has noted that in the famous 
passage in Mishnah Sanhedrin (iv. 5) ‘ the words ‘‘ of Israel ” found 
in some editions are modem interpolations ’ (i. p. 445). ‘ For this 
reason a single man was created ; to teach that if one destroys a 
single person, the Scripture imputes it to him as if he had destroyed 
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the whole world, and if he saves the life of a single person, as though 
he had saved the whole world.’ But though aU men were created 
by Gk)d, not all were God’s friends. Even as the enemies of the 
Church were the enemies of God, so to the Rabbis Israel’s foes 
were also God’s foes. ‘ He who hates Israel is as one who hates 
Grod. He who rises up against Israel is as one who rises up against 
God’ (Sifre 22 b). 

The truth is that the Rabbis are not entirely of one mind on the 
matter of loving or hating the non- Jew. It would be unjust to sum 
up the matter by saying that the Rabbis generally taught that it is 
right or permissible to hate the Gentile. On the other hand, it would 
be hardly less unfair to say that the Rabbis taught that the love 
which was to be shown to the Jewish ‘ neighbour ’ was to be extended 
equally to all men, whatever their race or nationality or creed. One 
can hardly quote any unequivocal utterance from the Rabbis which 
goes as far as this. The question is mixed up with the other ques- 
tion (8) which I have, so far, kept apart from it. How far, and to 
what degree, and to what extent, did the Rabbis urge the love of, 
or loving conduct towards, ‘ enemies ’ ? Deferring further discussion 
of that question for the moment, we may take it that the Rabbis did 
not get beyond the attitude of the author of the 139th Psalm. That 
was the attitude of the early or the mediaeval Christian as well. The 
enemies of God, those who hated God, were in the eyes of Rabbis and 
early Christians, as in the eyes of the Psalmist, justifiably hate- 
worthy. The Rabbis did not, I think, reach the stage of religious 
development at which men realize that God, if he be all-good, can 
have no enemies. I fear they believed that those who (as they held) 
hated God were also hated by God. At any rate, they held that 
those men who hated God should be hated by the Rabbis. Now, 
who were the men who hated God ? God and Israel were knit to- 
gether by the closest of ties. And to worship idols was (i) a sin and 
(2) an action indicative of a hatred of the true God. Therefore 
there was every human temptation to regard all idolaters with 
hatred, because they hated God. Moreover, the idolaters with 
whom Jews came into contact were usually oppressors and masters : 
enemies of Israel no less than enemies of God. The natural human 
feeling to hate one’s nation’s enemies was reinforced by religion. 
Instead of being held in check by religion, it was sanctioned by 
religion, for the enemies of Israel were doubly enemies of God : they 
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were the enemies of his beloved and chosen people, and they were 
idolaters. In some moods, every non-Israelite, every go% every 
heathen, was regarded as a representative of these enemies and 
included in the hate of these enemies. In such moods every goi 
seemed an enemy, latent and potential, if not actual, and every such 
enemy seemed hateworthy. ‘ Do I not hate them that hate thee ? ’ 
And every goi hated Israel, and hated Israel’s God. 

One can understand these moods, and even forgive them. Upon 
the whole, they were the result (i) of oppression and of persecution, 
(2) of the hate which is bom of hate, (3) of a sacred Scripture all of 
which was regarded as good and true and mspired, and many 
passages in which showed and manifested this hate, proceeding from 
prophets and psalmists, and often ascribed to God himself. From 
the vast compass of the Eabbinical literature it is not difficult for 
S.B. and for others before them to choose out a number of passages 
which illustrate Eabbinic hatred of the non- Jew, of the heathen 
world, of the goyim, and of the goi. Indeed, from my own reading, 
I could increase the number, and I could quote passages, not given 
by S.B., which illustrate the intense particularism of the Eabbis, 
a particularism which often passes over into contempt and hatred 
of the ‘ nations.’ On the whole, I think we must allow that this 
particularism is their more prevailing mood. But I need cite only 
a very few of S.B.’s, or of my own extra, passages in this place. 
Thus God is said to ‘love only Israel of all the nations whom 
he has made ’ (Deut. E., v, D'’t 3 £*itr, xvi. 18, near end). ‘ God 
is in a special sense the God of Israel ; he is not the God of the 
nations, though he is the God of all who have come into the world.’ 

•»Dj; i<h) obiy bjh 

•'ix 7n^x D'»nSx \n^x x^x mD*ixn hD m^x xnp: •'^x px 

(Euth E. Introd., towards end of § i, on i. i). So, in the Midrash 
on Canticles, the constant line is that God and Israel belong 
together : they are Lover and Beloved. The nations have no part in 
him. ‘ I am his, and he is mine ’ (Canticles E. on vi. i init. and on 
ii. 16, and Mechilta 37 a). ‘ E. Simeon b. Yochai said. The best of 
the goyim kill ! The best among the serpents crush ! ’ (Mechilta 
on Ex. xiv. 7, 27 a). In Winter and Wuensche’s translation of the 
Mechilta (p. 87) there is a footnote to this passage as follows ; ‘ Joel 
M. Gutachten liber den Talmud, Breslau 1877, S. 26 : Jeder, der von 
talmudischer Eedeweise eine Ahnung hat, weiss, dass das so viel 
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besagt, wie unser : den besten Agypter soli der Kukuk holen. 
Bohling wird dem B. Simeon nicht die b^tise zutrauen, bier eine 
gesetzliche Bestimmung aussprecben, und dabei nocb der beiligen 
Scbrift im Gesicbt scblagen zu woUen, welcbe ja lebrt : Den Agypter 
sollst du nicbt verabscbeuen, denn du bist ein Fremder in seinem 
Lande gewesen.’ ^ 

Mr. Loewe tries to get over tbe trouble in another manner. He 
recalls tbe fact that there are many sayings constructed in tbe same 
way, which were ‘ once obviously united.’ If the saying about the 
Egyptian is * taken alone, it is abominable ; but link it up with the 
others, and the stiag goes. Thus “ the best among the serpents 
should have his head smashed ; the best among the physicians 
should go to hell.” Can one take the first saying (about the Egyptian) 
very seriously in view of the last ? ’ These exculpations are not 
entirely satisfactory. I do not mean for a moment to imply that 
B. Simeon b. Yochai would have acted upon his own order. But 
the saying, taken in conjunction with so very many other sayings 
of bitterness and disdain, shows that, in certain moods, any idea of 
universal love to aU men, Gentile and Jew, was very far from the 
Babbinic mind. And these moods were pretty frequent. Such 
feelings as those expressed in Mid. Psalms ii. ( 7 ) verse 5, ‘ The Lord, 
the Lord, merciful and gracious : but he is only gracious to the 
Israelites ; to the nations who terrify Israel, he will come with anger 
and wrath,’ occur again and again. So, too, that God judges 
Israelites with one measure ; the heathen with another ib. 
XXX. ( 4 ) on verse i). The same B. Simeon b. Yochai (let us remember 
that he had gone through the persecutions and slaughterings of the 
Hadrianic revolt, so that his remarks may be equivalent to those 
men in one army who had witnessed the brutalities of certain 
oflGlcers and soldiers in another) observed : ‘ The graves of heathen 
do not make Israelites unclean, for in Ezekiel xxxiv. 31 the Israelites 
are called men, the nations cattle ’ (Baba Mezia 114 b). It stands 
as codified law in the Mishnah (Abodah Zarah ii. i, 26 a) that an 
Israelite woman may not act as midwife to a heathen, because she 

1 * Anybody, who has the smaUest knowledge of Rabbinio phraseology, must 
be well aware that their words mean no more than our German : May the best 
Egyptian go to the devil I Even Rohling would hardly credit R. Simeon with the 
folly of having here stated a legal ordinance, and, moreover, by doing so of violently 
contradicting the Law which said : Thou shalt not abominate an Egyptian, for 
thou wast a stranger in his land.’ 
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would be bringing an extra idolater into the world. In the Gemara 
it states that shepherds [this is very curious] and heathen are not to 
be pushed into a pit (to die there), but they need not be pulled out 
of it ; heretics, informers, and apostates may be pushed in and not 
puUed out (do. 26 b). 

Such quotations, and similar ones which could be cited, make it 
needful for much caution to be exercised before one can too readily 
assume that in any Rabbinic utterance about the love of neighbour 
the non- Jew is designedly and consciously included. Still one must 
also observe caution on the other side. If, as regards any particular 
ordinance of the Pentateuchal Law, the Rabbis pretty well always 
interpreted the Biblical Rea' (neighbour) to mean ‘ Israelite only,’ 
it is no less clear that their word chaher^ and still more their word 
beriyyoth (creatures), by no means always excluded, but, on the con- 
trary, often included, the non- Jew, or, at the least, were intended to 
mean men in general. There were (a) a few Rabbis (conspicuously 
R. Joshua, as we shall hear more than once) who were more tender 
towards the heathen, and (6) there were moods and seasons and times 
in which the Rabbis were not specifically thinking of Israel’s 
oppressors and rulers, or of the nations as contrasted with Israel, 
or of idolaters as contrasted with the worshippers of the one God, 
but in which they, more quietly, thought of all men just generically 
as the creatures of God, and of God as the Creator and the Feeder 
of all. And, in such moods and seasons, they were disposed to say. 
Despise not any man, or, even. Care for all men, and perhaps even. 
Love all men, with the exception (not of ‘ the nations ’ but) of the 
three hated classes — ^the heretics, the informers, and the apostates. 

Nor do S.B. find it in their hearts impossible to allow that even 
the Rabbis had some glimmerings of allyemeine Menschenliebe, or 
universal love. The only absolutely necessary thing for S.B. is to 
prove that these glimmerings were all later than Jesus. For the 
one essential thing is that the first person ‘ der die Menschheit 
gelehrt hat in jedem Menschen den Nachsten zu sehen (what about 
Buddha ?), und deshalb jedem Menschen in Liebe zu begegnen,’ ^must 
be Jesus. Per contra, the Jewish authorities and apologists are all 
out to prove that Hillel anticipated Jesus by a generation. For my 
own part, I am not greatly interested in dates, and I observe that 

^ ' Who taught humanity to see a neighbour in every man, and so to encounter 
every man in love.* 



72 RABBINIC LITERATURE AND GOSPEL TEACHINGS 


S.B., in quoting all the had passages, do not seem to mind much that 
they are all later than a.d. 29. To me the interesting thing is, Did 
the Rabbmic religion on its own lines rise to the conception of active 
benevolence ( = love, for that is what Jesus meant by love) to the 
enemy and to all mankind ? If Jesus did so rise, 50, 100, 200 years 
before the Rabbis, I am perfectly ready to concede him the priority ; 
the matter is to me of minor importance, because the Rabbis 
assuredly did not learn any doctrine of love and of allgemeine Men- 
schenlid)e from reading the Gospels. They did not read them, and 
if they ever acquired allgemeine Menschenlidye [love of man] they 
learnt it as a development of their own Rabbinic religion. How, 
then, does it stand with HiUel ? Here S.B. seem to me to argue with 
a little less than their usual fairness. In the famous story about the 
heathen who asked to be taught the whole Law while he stood on 
one leg, HiUel said, ‘ What is hateful (displeasing) to you, do not to 
thy neighbour : That is the whole Law. The rest is but com- 
mentary : go and learn.’ Now HiUel’s version of the Golden Rule 
is the negative form. Therefore S.B. say (i) there is no universal 
love in it. It is negative, not active benevolence. As to this, 
something wiU be said elsewhere, and has already been said in the 
Commentary. Jewish scholars argue that the negative form is more 
‘ fundamental ’ than the positive form, or that the two forms meant 
the same thing, and that both depended upon, and were evolved 
from, the Law of Leviticus, ‘ Thou shalt love thy neighbour as 
thyself.’ However this may be, S.B. go on to argue that by chaber 
HiUel stiU only meant ‘ feUow-IsraeUte.’ ‘Though the man 
addressed was a heathen who wanted to become a proselyte, it does 
not therefore foUow that HiUel understood by chaber^ not feUow-Jew, 
but feUow-man. HiUel’s purpose is to teU the man what the Law 
teaches, and Lev. xix. 18 speaks not of feUow-man, but of feUow- 
Jew.’ This is very dubious. After aU, the man was a heathen, and 
it is very cumbersome and improbable if we have to argue that what 
HiUel meant was, ‘ When you have become a Jew, the whole Law 
that you wiU have to observe is to love your feUow-Jew.’ It is surely 
more natural to suppose that HUlel meant something far more 
general : something which appUed to the man as heathen no less 
than it would apply to him if he became a Jew. Chaber assuredly, 
therefore, means ‘ neighbour ’ generaUy ; the heathen’s neighbour 
no less than the Jew’s neighbour ; i.e. virtuaUy, every man. More- 
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over, Hillel had said something more : ‘ Be of the disciples of Aaron, 
loving peace and pursuing peace, loving ‘‘ the creatures ” (nvmrrnK) 
and drawing them near (pipDl) to the Torah ’ (Aboth i. 12). Oif 
this sentence S.B. say, ‘ tJber den Kreis der Volksgenossen imd 
etwaiger Proselyten geht HilleFs Blick nicht hinaus. ’ ^ This is special 
pleading. ‘ The creatures ’ must mean here mankind generally, 
and these we are to love. They are to be brought near to the Law. 
It seems very doubtful if one can legitimately cheapen, and chip 
at, the saying by speaking of ‘ etwaige Proselyten,’ occasional or 
casual or possible proselytes ! Travers Herford in his edition of 
Aboth says : ‘ Beriyyoih denotes all created beings, although usually 
human beings are thought of. But love is to have no narrower limit 
than the human race. There is to be no national or sectarian bias 
to universal good will. The natural desire of one who feels thus 
towards his fellow men is to ‘‘ bring them nigh to the Torah,” for this 
means to make them sharers in the fuller knowledge of God and more 
conscious of his blessings.’ No doubt the distinguished Unitarian 
scholar is somewhat prejudiced in favour of the Eabbis. Still I 
think his interpretation of the saying is more likely than that of S.B. 
If we had in Matthew a saying such as ‘ Love peace, love “ the 
creatures ” and bring them nigh to God,’ there is little doubt that 
we should have had paeans of praise from the Christian commentators, 
and that we should have been told, ‘ Here we have a direct and 
unequivocal preaching of universal love/ 

On the other hand, directly the date is later than a.d. 30, S.B. 
become fair enough. (Pp. 358, 359.) I quoted Ben Azzai’s state- 
ment in the Sifra that ‘ This is the book of the generations of Man 
(Adam) ’ was an even greater principle {Kelal) than ‘ Thou shalt 
love thy neighbour as thyself.’ Ben Azzai may have meant (l) 
to mark the distinction between Adam (man) and Rea* (fellow- 
national) ; or (2) he may have meant to indicate that the constant 
recognition of the divine image in man was an even more compre- 
hensive basis for religion and morality than the command of loving 
thy neighbour as thyseK. In any case it is clear that he drew atten- 
tion to the bond (viz. the divine image) which unites all men to- 
gether. (The verse, of which the opening words only are quoted, 
goes on to say, ‘ In the day when God created man, in the likeness 

^ * Hillers vision does not go beyond the circle of his fellow-nationals and of 
occasional proselytes.* 
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of God did He create him/) It is not without significance that in 
Gen. R., xxiv. 7 ad fin., on v. i (see my Commentary, Vol. 

I. p. vi), where Akiba and Ben Azzai’s utterances are quoted in 
the reverse order, it is added, ‘ Thou shalt not say : because I am 
despised, so may my neighbour be despised with me, and because 
I am cursed, so may my neighbour be cursed with me. If thou 
actest so, said R. Tanchuma, know whom thou despisest, namely, 
a being made in the image of God.’ Here it seems very probable 
that ‘ neighbour ’ means any human being, and not merely a fellow- 
Israelite. In Aboth iv. 3 Ben Azzai is reported to have said, 
‘ Despise not any man, and carp not at any thing : for you find 
no man who has not his hour, and no thing which has not its 
place.’ The interpretation which S.B. (p. 358, n. 3) give to this 
adage is too narrow (‘ there is no man whom you may not need ’). 
Herford is, perhaps, almost too generous. ‘ Some take the saying 
as a mere counsel of prudence. Beware of consequences, smce a 
seemingly trivial thing may lead to great results, for evil no less 
than for good. One commentator even draws the lesson, Despise 
no man, for the time may come when he will be able to do thee a 
mischief. This is surely to place a harsh and cynical interpretation 
upon Ben Aizzai’s words, which is in no way called for. The real 
lesson appears to be this : Call no man and no thing contemptible ; 
for in God’s world there is not a man or a thing unneeded or useless. 
Great and small alike, they have their part to play, and their set 
time in which to fulfil their Maker’s purpose. The lesson is thus 
that of a living sympathy with all created beings, and even with 
their Creator, and an insight bom of that sympathy into the deep- 
lying unity beneath the infinite variety of the world.’ 

Thus the evidence would seem to show that the Rabbis could 
and did, in the abstract, and as a general religious doctrine, teach 
that one must love, and do good to all the ‘ creatures,’ all the children 
of men, created by the One God. But directly they thought of men 
in the concrete, directly men became split up into Jews and heathen, 
or Jews and ‘nations,’ their purer religious doctrine was often 
driven into the background. The natural and ‘ national ’ man re- 
asserted itself and assumed the dominating infiuence, and nationalist 
hatreds (whether largely justified or no) then proceeded to get strong 
reinforcement from religious considerations. Nationalist hatreds 
could get support from the Scripture to any desired extent, and the 
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close relationship of Israel to God, so exquisitely conceived as it 
was in many ways, and so productive of a vivid consciousness of 
God’s nearness and love, had, as its dark shadow accompanying 
it, the exclusion of the ‘ nations ’ from God’s care and providence 
and compassion. ‘ He is mine ; I am His. And inasmuch He is 
mine and I am His — Lover and beloved — others are outside the 
range and glory of that love.’ Such would seem to have been the 
feeling. The strength of the Eabbinic religion was too often its 
weakness. We see the same limitations in respect of the views of 
the Rabbis about the life to come. That too was, upon the whole 
(not by all the Rabbis), regarded as a prerogative of Israel. Idolatry 
was sin. The nations were idolaters. How, then, could sinners 
inherit the eternal beatitudes ? Many passages illustrate this 
view. Thus, to quote some of S.B.’s instances, in reference 
to the numbering of Israel, God is made to say, ‘ All the heaps 
of nations do not belong to me, but only to the treasury and 
to Gehinnom ’ (Pesikta R. 36 b). Agam, the nations are reckoned 
as stubble or as thorns which are burnt, or as straw which is scattered 
before the wind (do. 35 b). God has suffered the nations to eat 
creeping things and abominations, and to commit all unchastities, 
because anyhow they are destined for hell. (D:n'’;i‘? 
(Tanchuma B. x., Shemini 14 b).) ‘ If a man repents, God accepts 
him. Everyone ? No, Israel, but not another nation ’ (Pesikta 156 a., 
ad fin,). The verse in Proverbs xiv. 34, ‘Righteousness (= alms- 
giving, or charity) exalts a nation, but the lovingkindness of 
the nations is sin ’ (so the Rabbis translate), is constantly quoted. 
Their good deeds are sins (cp. Augustine’s ‘ shining vices ’ of 
the heathen), because they boast about them. So said R. Elazar. 
Rabban Gamaliel, however, said that the meaning was that 
the lovingkmdness shown by the nations was their sin-offering. 
But the majority of Rabbis did not hold the more tolerant view. 
(In another version of the story it is R. Yochanan b. Zakkai who 
held this opinion. But Bacher thinks that this is an error.) (Pesikta 
12 b. Baba Batra 10 b, Midrash Proverbs on xiv. 34, 38 b, and 
Bacher, Agada der Tannaiten, i. pp. 34, 35, ed. 2.) R. Joshua was 
specially large-minded. He believed that the nations could produce 
righteous exceptions, and that these would not remain in, or go to, 
Gehinnom ( = Hell), or be annihilated. So in the famous passage 
in Tosefta Sanhedrin xiii. 2, p. 434, R. Eliezer said that the ‘ nations ’ 
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have no share in the life to come, for it says (Psalm ix. 17) ‘ the 
wicked shall return to Sheol ( = Gehinnom), even all the nations 
that forget God.’ But R. Joshua made the verse mean that it was 
only those among the nations who forget God to whom this fate 
befell. Those who do not forget him have a share in the life to 
come. So, too, Sanhedrin 105 a. So in Midrash Proverbs xvii. i, 
42 b, ‘ What shall a man do, said R. Eliezer, to avoid Hell ? ’ 
The reply was. Let him do good deeds. Then said R. Eliezer, If 
that be so, the nations will do good deeds, and so escape Hell. 
R. Joshua said, ‘ The words of the Law are given not to the dead, 
but to the living.’ (He implied by this rejoinder that the righteous 
among the nations could and would by good deeds escape Hell.) 
Nevertheless, it must be confessed that R. Gamaliel andR. Joshua’s 
views are exceptional, and it is doubtful whether even R. Joshua 
could have conceived of an actual idolater, any more than of a 
heretic, enjoying the future life. (It is those who do not forget God 
who obtain that life.) In this he would, I believe, have shared the 
view of most of the Church Fathers, and probably of most orthodox 
Christians up till modem times, at least so far as the heretic was 
concerned, and perhaps as regards the idolater as well. The Rabbis 
had their qualms about the ultimate fate of the heathen, even though 
they were Israel’s enemies. Why was the Law only given to Israel ? 
As Moore has well said, ‘ Did it consist with the justice of God that 
the heathen of all generations should be doomed for not keeping a 
law which neither they nor their fathers had ever known ? Some 
such reflections, I conceive, gave rise to the persuasion that the Law 
must have been revealed to the Gentiles also ; not alone the rudi- 
mentary Law given to Adam and repeated to Noah, but the Law in 
its Sinaitic completeness. From the conviction a priori that Grod 
must have done something to the assertion that actually he did, 
and then to the discovery in Scripture of proofs of the fact, is a 
process too familiar in the history of religious thought to require 
explanation or extenuation in the particular case. That the whole 
Law was revealed at Sinai to all nations and offered to them for 
their acceptance, but refused by all except Israel, is not, like many 
of the things we have had occasion to note — ^like Abraham’s expert- 
ness in the study and practice of the twofold Law, for example — a 
scholastic conceit or a play of homiletical subtlety; it was the 
teaching of both the great schools of the second century, the schools 
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of Ishmael and Akiba, and is therefore presunaably part of the 
earUer common tradition from which they drew ; and it is repeated 
in many places with varying circumstantial details. The Law was 
given in the desert (Exod. xix. i), given with aU publicity in a place 
which no one had any claim to, lest, if it were given in the land of 
Israel, the Jews might deny to the Gentiles any part in it, or lest 
any nation in whose territory it was given might claim an exclusive 
right in it. It was given in the desert, in fire and in water, things 
which are free to all who are born into the world. It was revealed 
at Sinai, not in one language, but in four — Hebrew, Roman, Arabic, 
and Aramaic. The foreign languages here named — “ Roman ” being 
the language of Seir (Esau) — are those of peoples living, one might 
say, within hearing distance of the thunder tones of resrelation at 
Sinai, and it is these three neighbouring peoples which, in the often- 
repeated story, refused the Law because it forbade the sins to which 
they were by heredity addicted, murder, adultery, and robbery. In 
Jewish computation, however, based on Genesis x., the nations of 
the world were seventy, and the notion that the Law was given to 
all nations takes the form of a revelation in seventy languages. 
Sometimes it is God^s voice at Sinai that is heard in all seventy at 
once ; or Moses in the plains of Moab interpreted the Law in seventy 
languages ; or, again, the Law was inscribed on the stones of the 
altar on Mount Ebal (Josh. viii. 31 f), and the nations sent their 
scribes, who copied it in seventy different languages. Everywhere 
the nations refused to receive the Law thus offered to them ; Israel 
alone accepted it, and pledged obedience to it. God foreknew that 
the Gentiles would not receive it, but he offered it to them that they 
might have no ground to impugn his justice ; it is not his way to 
punish without such justification, he does not deal tyrannously with 
his creatures. That Israel alone among the nations has the true 
religion argues, therefore, no partiality or injustice in God ; it is 
because, while aU the rest refused the revelation he made of his 
character and wiU, Israel jo3duUy received it and solenmly bound 
itself to live in conformity to it.’ The Rabbinic sources are given 
in Moore’s footnotes. The chief ones are Mechilta 62 a and Sifre 
142 b. The Scripture proofs are very curious and fantastic. In 
Psalm Ixxvii. 14, ‘ Thou hast declared thy strength among the 
peoples,’ ‘ strength ’ is the Torah. The nations refused the Law ; 
therefore God was wroth with them and sent them to Gehinnom. 
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‘ R. Abbahu said, If Gk)d knew that the nations would not accept the 
Law, why did he offer it to them ? (onn^ HD Because 

such is the character (vnilD) of God. He does not punish until 
he has done his part towards his creatures (vnm3 17), 

and then he expels them from the world : because Grod does not 
deal tyrannically with his creatures’ (Tanchuma B. iii. 

ve-zoth M-Ben'ochah 28 a; Pesikta 200 a). This curious vacil- 
lation is seen also in the Rabbinic view about the ‘ nations ’ and 
repentance. Sometimes, as Moore points out, God’s forgiveness 
after repentance is distinctly stated to be the privilege of Israel, 
and not to apply to any other people {e,g, Pesikta 156 a, last line) ; 
sometimes Gentile repentance is said to have been desired by God 
in order that he might forgive. Thus God ordered Noah to build 
the ark publicly, that the people around him might notice it and be 
told what it was for, and so that they might repent ; he bade the 
men who built the tower of Babel repent that he might receive them. 
Even to the people of Sodom and Gomorrah God ‘ opened a door 
to repentance,’ which, I suppose, means that he incited them to 
repent. Jonah’s attempt to escape from God was ‘ prompted by a 
presentiment that the heathen were near repentance,’ and is appar- 
ently regarded as an honouring of the Son (Israel), but a dishonour- 
ing of the Father (God). (The Ninevites’ repentance would show 
up by contrast the unrepentance of Israel, and God would hold the 
Israelites guilty and punish them for their sins.) Thus Jonah did 
not want to make Israel guilty nN (Moore i. 

pp. 528, 529 ; Tanchuma B. Bereshit xxxvii. 13 a ; do. Noah xxviii. 
28 b ; Gen. R. xlix. 6, 9, on xviii. 25 ; Mechilta 38 b, 39 a ; Mechilta 
I b ; Jer. Sanhedrin xi. 30 b.) It is the manner or characteristic of 
the righteous to put in a defence, not only for Israel, but also for 
the wicked, hoping that the wicked may repent, and, as it were, 
reminding God of the prophetic word, ‘ I delight not in the death 
of the wicked.’ So Abraham put up a defence for the cities of the 
plain, hoping that they would repent. Abraham said to God that 
he could not exercise strict justice, and yet maintain the world. 
A little he must give way, or the world could not endure. God said 
to him : ‘ Thou lovest to justify my creatures and refusest to con- 
demn them ’ (a play of punctuation and words upon Psalm xlv. 8). 
(Tanchuma B. Vayera ix. 46 a, Genesis R. xlix. 9.) Really it is 
in accordance with Gkd’s most essential nature that he wi^es to 
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spare the wicked so far as he can, and therefore desires them to repent. 
When they are not disturbed by remembrance (or experience) of 
dire persecution and oppression, the Rabbis feel that this quality 
of God extends to all. ‘ R. Phineas bar Chama said, God does not 
desire to condemn any of his creatures {nn ;3 h 2 ; he desires to 
justify all his creatures.’ (Tanchuma B. Valera xi. 13 b ; Moore, 
I. p. 391.) In a passage which can be read in its entirety in Moore 
(i. p. 380) and in Bacher {Agada der pah: Amorder^ i. p. 182) it 
is said that, whereas it might be imagined that God could no longer 
properly be called ‘ great and powerful ’ (Deut. x. 17) — since * the 
heathen were ramping (jipnpD) in his temple, and his children 
were enslaved by them — ^it is, on the contrary (n3"n«), the very 
culmination of his power niu:i) that he represses his passion 

(mv) and is long-suffering towards the wicked ’ (Yoma 69 b). An 
average Rabbinic view about the ‘ nations ’ is well indicated in the 
following passage : ‘ R. Chanina, according to others, R. Simlai, taught: 
In the time to come the Holy One will take a scroll of the Law . . . , 
and say. He who has busied himself with this, let him come and 
receive his reward. Thereupon, all the peoples of the world 
will come pell-mell before him. . . . God will say, 

Do not come before me all mixed up, but let each nation and its 
scribes come one by one. . . . First, then, will come before him 
the Roman kingdom. . . . God will say to them : With what have 
you occupied yourselves ? They will reply ; Lord of the world, 
we have made many roads and baths ; we have amassed much gold 
and silver, and all this we have done for the sake of Israel, so that 
they might occupy themselves with the Law. Then the Holy One 
will answer : Fools, all you have done you did for yourselves ; 
you made streets to put harlots in them, baths for your own pleasure ; 
the silver and gold is mine (Haggai ii. 8). . . . Then the Romans 
will go out (from God’s presence) grieved at heart. Then the 
Persians will come in. . . . God will ask them the same question. 
They will reply, we built many bridges, we conquered many cities, 
we waged many wars, and all this we did only for the sake of the 
Israelites, so that they might occupy themselves with the Law. 
God will reply. All that you did you only did for yourselves : you 
built bridges to get tolls from them, you conquered cities to get 
forced service from them. As for the wars, I waged them, for it 
says, The Lord is a man of war. Is there a man among you who 
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can say “this/’ and “this” is only the Torah, as it says “ This is the 
Torah which Moses ”, etc., Deut. iv. 44. Then the Persians will go 
out grieved at heart. ... To the other nations God asks the same 
question about the Law. They reply : Lord of the world, did you 
give the Law to us, and did we refuse to receive it V [It is also 
suggested that they wiU say : Did we receive it and not observe it ? 
Or, Did you work a threatening miracle before offering it to us as you 
did to the children of Israel.] (The miracle is then described.) ‘Then 
God will say : Well, have you kept the seven (Noachide) commands 
which you did receive V [R. J oseph said, God saw that the Noachides 
did not keep the seven commands, so he stood up and freed them 
from them. But, if so — ^it is argued — ^they received a profit ! Would 
the sinner be rewarded ? Mar, the son of Rabina, replied, This 
shows that, even if they keep them, they receive no reward. But 
can this be ? Did not R. Meir say, Even a heathen who occupies 
himself with the Law is equal to the High Priest ? The meaning 
is that they receive no reward, because, if they keep the commands, 
it is as if they keep them without being ordered to keep them. 
For R. Chanina said, Greater is he who does something because 
he thereby fulfils a command than he who does it without being 
commanded to do it.] ‘ They will then say : Have the Israelites 
who received the Law kept it ? God will reply : I bear witness 
that they have kept it. They will answer. Can a father bear witness 
for his son ? ’ (Then there follows a long argument which I omit.) 
‘ Then the nations reply : Offer us the Law anew, and we will keep 
it. Then God will reply. Fools ; he who has provided himselE 
before the Sabbath has wherewith to eat on Sabbath : but he who 
has not so provided himself, of what shall he eat ? Yet even so, 
there is a light command called SuTckah (booths) ; go and fulfil it. 
. . . They will then all go and erect a sukkah upon their roofs. 
But God will cause the sun to wax hot upon them as at midsummer, 
and they will trample on their sukkahs and run away.’ [But did 
you not say that God does not act tyrannically to his creatures ? 
Well, even among the Israelites the sun is sometimes very hot at 
the season of Sukkah^ and causes them pain. But did not Raba 
say. He who is in pain is free (dispensed) from (the law of) sukkah ? 
Well, even if free, they should not have hurled the sukkahs away 
from them.] ‘ Thereupon the Holy One will laugh at them, as it 
is said, He who sits in the heaven will laugh (Ps. ii. 4). R. Isaac 
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said that the Holy One only laughs on this one day. ... R. Jose 
said, In the time to come the nations will all desire to become 
proselytes. But will they be received ? For the teaching is that no 
proselytes are received in the days of the Messiah. . . . They will 
become proselytes of violence (Dnn;i Dn:i. Cp, Matt. xi. 12. On 
this see F. C. Burkitt in J. T, S, xxx. Ap., 1929, No. 119, pp. 25 
seq.); they will lay Tephillin on their heads and arms; they will 
add ZizUh (fringes) to their garments and put Mezuzot on their 
doorposts. When they see the war of Gog and Magog, they will 
ask against whom they come, and when they are told, against the 
Lord and his Anointed, they will smash the commands (i.e. the 
Zizith^ etc.), and run away. And the Holy One wiQ sit and laugh 
at them. It was about this that R. Isaac said that God only laughs 
on this day. But R. Judah had said in the name of Rab, The 
day has twelve hours ; during the first three God occupies himself 
with ( = studies) the Law ; during the next three he sits and judges 
the whole world, and when he sees that the world has merited 
destruction (rT'^SD dSij; he gets up from the seat 

of judgment, and sits down on the seat of mercy ; in the next 
three hours he sits and nourishes the whole world from the homed 
buffalo to the eggs of the lice ; in the last three hours he sits and 
plays with the Leviathan. R. Nachman ben Isaac said. With 
his creatures he laughs (plays) each day ; at his creatures he laughs 
only on that one day. . . . R. Chama b. Chanina pointed out a 
contradiction between ‘‘ wrath is not in me ” (Isaiah xxvii. 4) and 
“ the Lord is full of wrath ” (Nahum i. 2). That is no difficulty : 
the one verse applies to the Israelites ; the other to the nations. 

. . . R. Alexander said, ‘‘ I will seek to destroy all the nations ” 
(Zech. xii. 9). . . . God says, I will search in their records ; if 
they have merit (Zechuth)^ I will redeem them ; if not, I will destroy 
them. Raba said, . . . God tells Israel, When I judge Israel, I 
do not judge it as I judge the nations ; I punish Israel only as a 
hen pecks at her food ’ (i.e. bit by bit, or individually, here and 
there). Again, it is said, ‘ Even if Israel only does a few commands 
here and there, as a hen pecks in the dung, I will collect them to 
a great sum ’ (Abodah Zarah, 2 a b, 4 a). ‘ R. Ishmael said, 
There is joy before God when those who provoke him perish from 
the world ’ (Sifre 37 a). The prevailing feeling of the Rabbis is 
here, quaintly but clearly, set forth. Of its prevailing particularism 



82 RABBINIC LITERATURE AND GOSPEL TEACHINGS 


there can be no question. Yet flashes of universalism break and 
shine through the darkness. We see throughout the burden of 
Scripture, which was known only too well. It would, I think, be 
accurate to say that the number of those who, being idolaters, die 
‘ in their idolatry,’ and then inherit the beatitudes of the life to 
come, would be exceedingly small. The horror of idolatry, its 
identification with the denial of God, and this denial with deliberate 
sin, were too strong. A Eabbi said that ‘ idolatry is like a man 
saying to his neighbour. Thou hast scooped out the dish and 
lessened it.’ And another said, ‘ It is like a man who has scooped 
out the whole dish and left nothing in it ’ (Sifre 33 a). (This Mr. 
Levertoflf explains to mean that an idolater impairs, so to speak, 
the Divine Nature itself, and makes, as it were, the Creator non- 
existent. Midrash Sifre on Numbers, p. 100.) It is recorded that 
R. Reuben spent a Sabbath in Tiberias, and a philosopher asked 
him, ‘ Who is the most hateful man in the world ? The Rabbi 
answered. He who denies his Creator.’ (And I suppose that, in the 
opinion of R. Reuben, and of every other Rabbi, an idolater was a 
man who denied his Creator.) He explained this assertion by 
quoting the fifth, sixth, seventh, eighth, ninth, and tenth command- 
ments (i,e. aU the commandments relative to morality) and declar- 
ing that ‘ no man denies (iSiD) (the obligation of) any one of these 
commandments until he denies the Root (“\p'»5;a) (i.e. God), and 
conversely no man transgresses any one of them (nT»nj; " 131 ^ l*?in) 
unless he also denies him who ordered them.’ (Bacher appears to 
hold that we may hold the last three Hebrew words in brackets, 
taken in their context, to mean what I have conveyed by my trans- 
lation.) (T. Shebuoth iii. 6, p. 450 ; Moore i. p. 467 ; Bacher, Agada 
der Tannaiten n. p. 384.) Like the Rabbis, Jesus, apparently, also 
thought that many more people would be excluded from the beati- 
tudes of the world to come than would be included within them 
(Matt. vii. 13, 14). A loveless and painful doctrine, which persisted, 
I imagine, both among Jews and Christians for a long while. How 
it could also have been believed that God was loving or love is a 
mystery. The inconsistencies of the human mind are amazing. But 
when we find noble people like Jesus and R. Akiba exhibiting these 
inconsistencies, what wonder that lesser men exhibited them too. 

In his very interesting and able work, Das Jvdentum und seine 
UmweU (Vol. 1. 1927), Dr. M. Guttmann attempts to show that the 
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Rabbis judged much more favourably about the ‘ salvation ’ of the 
heathen than has been here suggested. As regards the successors 
of the Rabbis he seems to be right. He seems to prove his case 
that the growth of broader views was fairly rapid. The mediaeval 
Jewish writers were far more large-hearted, as it would seem, than 
the contemporary Christians. Guttmann is also well able to turn the 
tables upon Billerbeck (p. 297 seq,). He is easily able to show that 
any limitation of God’s mercy is by no means a merely Jewish or 
Rabbinic vice. Here he wins. But as regards the Rabbinic litera- 
ture I am doubtful. He quotes, doubtless, some pleasant passages 
about righteous men among the nations, about people who, though 
not Jews and not proselytes, were yet conspicuously ‘ good,’ and 
about others who were not considered as idolaters, though they 
were ‘ heathens,’ but I hardly think that Billerbeck is wrong when 
he calls all these cases ‘ exceptions.’ The Rabbis were probably 
not much more or less tolerant than Jesus, or than the author of 
the fourth Gospel ; their notions as to the proportion of heathen and 
Israelites who would be ‘ lost ’ and ‘ saved ’ doubtless differed, but 
in the gross I do not think that the percentages of lost and saved 
would have been very imlike. Jesus would have admitted more 
Gentiles among the saved and fewer Jews than the Rabbis, and 
for the author of the fourth Gospel the saved Gentiles would 
have been the majority. But for all three. Rabbis, Jesus, and 
‘ John,’ the ‘ lost ’ would, I should imagine, have largely out- 
numbered the ‘ saved.’ The ideas of all three concerning tolera- 
tion were very limited. The Rabbis did probably think that 
most of the heathen would be annihilated after death, or at the 
judgment, or that they would remain in hell. But Jews seemed to 
have emancipated themselves from this cheerless doctrine sooner 
than Christians. And the reason, I take it, is curious. Rabbinic 
intolerance is largely national. It depended upon a hatred of the 
oppressor. It was less theological and systematic than the Christian 
intolerance. Therefore it was more easily overcome. Theological 
narrowness is the most severe and comprehensive, if I may use such 
a bull, of all narrownesses. One of the ‘ nice ’ passages Guttmann 
quotes is, ‘ A man can become a righteous man, even if he be a 
heathen. He cannot become a Cohen or a Levite, for that depends 
upon birth : righteousness does not. Therefore God loves the 
righteous, for they become righteous of their own choice ’ (Midrash 
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Psalms cxlvi. (7), verse 8, 268 b, and Num. R. viii. 2). The Midrash 
notices that the nations are called ‘ righteous ’ in Ezekiel xxiii. 45 
(Lev. R. V. 8 ad fin,). ‘ There are always thirty righteous men among 
the nations by whom the nations are preserved ’ (orT'^j; D'»D'‘’pnD), 
Chullin 92 a). The idea is that the thirty make atonement for the 
others, and this idea is significant. ‘ God uses the good as instru- 
ments for good and the bad as instruments for bad, and this rule 
applies to the nations as well as to Israel ’ (Tana Eliyahu, Seder 
Rabba, Chap. xvi. p. 81, and Seder Zuta, Chap. vii. p. 184. Re- 
pentance is in the power of all, whether Israelite or heathen 
(Seder Rabba, Chap. xvii. p. 88). The T.E. is more universalistic 
in tone than any other old Rabbinic work, so far as I can make out). 
‘ God does not delay the reward of those who do good deeds among 
the nations ’ ( Jer. Peah i. i, 15 c). But these and a few other passages 
in the T. Eliyahu, and elsewhere, can hardly balance the larger 
number of passages in which the unfortunate future of the nations 
in the next world is complacently, and even jo3rfully, alluded to. 
Nevertheless, caution is requisite. Dr. Coulton, in a chapter 
called ‘ The Mind of Mediaevalism ’ in Harmsworth’s History of 
the World, says that one of the four main threads before Christ 
was ‘ Judaism, strong in its Monotheism, its abhorrence of idolatry 
and its social cohesion, but too often narrow and intolerant, con- 
ceiving Jehovah as a tribal god, friendly to Israel and unfriendly 
to the Gentile.’ How far is this description fair ? Notice the little 
‘ g.’ This is clearly intended to indicate that Jehovah was still 
conceived as a tribal ‘god,’ in the same sense as we should say 
that Chemosh was the tribal ‘ god ’ 6f Moab. But if so, how can 
it be right to speak of Jewish monotheism ? I am not prepared 
to deny that the Rabbis were often intolerant, and that they 
conceived of God too often as friendly to Israel and unfriendly to 
the Gentile. But, nevertheless, he was not for them a tribal God ; 
he was the one and only God ; the creator of heaven and earth, 
the father of all men. His frequent partiality was, in truth, in- 
consistent with his nature, even as that nature was described and 
believed in by the Rabbis themselves. To caU the God of Hillel 
or of R. Yochanan b. Zakkai a tribal ‘ god ’ is absurd. And even 
of the very Rabbis who make narrow and intolerant remarks — 
even of these it is inaccurate to assimilate their God with Chemosh, 
It would be no less inaccurate to call their God a tribal ‘god,’ 
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because of their not infrequent narrowness and intolerance, than 
to call the God of the fourth Gospel a sectarian ‘ god ’ because its 
author excludes from salvation those who disbelieve in God’s son. 
The one epithet would be as improper as the other. Akiba’s God 
was not tribal, ‘ John’s ’ God was not sectarian ; but the vision 
of both Akiba and John was sometimes blurred and dim ; they 
did not perceive their own inconsistencies. AJdba did not see that 
his God was intolerant, John did not see that his God was unloving. 
But yet it would be inaccurate to deny that Akiba believed in a 
universal God, and ‘ John ’ in a God of love. 

Now let me pass on to the more definite question of hating and 
not hating, loving and not loving, the enemy. When Jesus bade 
his disciples to love their enemies, he did not mean that they were 
to feel for them the same kind of feelings as they had for their 
wives, their children, and their parents, but that (a) they were to 
eradicate the feeling of hatred and revenge from their hearts ; (6) 
they were not merely not to curse the enemy, but to pray for the 
enemy’s conversion and welfare ; (c) they were to do him good when 
opportunity offered. They were not even to hope that Grod would 
punish their enemies, but, on the contrary, they were to pray for 
the enemies’ good ; that meant, I suppose, that the enemies too 
should cease to hate and to do evil, and that, without punishment 
or misfortune, they should repent. I have put the matter in very 
simple words, but it can hardly be gainsaid that this is the meaning. 
Compare, then, Matt. v. 43-48 and Luke vi. 27-35 with the Eabbini- 
cal teaching, and what must be the verdict ? Let us keep the 
question of the range of the enemy separate, for the two points 
are often mixed up. I am not clear that Jesus was definitely en- 
larging the range, but as to the private enemy (the enemy of whom 
you are not thinking about his race, or nationality, or religious 
opinions) my verdict would be that Jesus unites himself with the 
very best Rabbinic teaching of his own and of later times. It is, 
perhaps, only in trenchantness and eager insistency that he goes 
beyond it. There is a fire, a passion, an intensity, a broad and deep 
positiveness, about these verses, which is new. Jesus suffers no 
exceptions : the Jew may not say, ‘ Isaac is not only my enemy, 
but he is a bad Jew ; therefore I legitimately hate him,’ or ‘ I keep 
silent before Joseph’s curses ; God will avenge me,’ or ‘ I keep silent, 
but I do not forget ’ ; his heart must be pure and purged of all 
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hatred and ill-will ; he must wish only good to the evil-doer ; he 
must seek his welfare, and do him good when he can ; he must 
pray for him unto God. I do not deny that there are parallels to 
these injunctions scattered about in the vast Rabbinical literature, 
but they are nowhere collected together in so pregnant, compre- 
hensive or vivid a form as in Matthew and Luke, and sometimes 
there are qualifications and reservations of them which cannot be 
wholly ignored. Why may we not give to Jesus — himself a Jew — 
his own glory, and to his teaching its own praise ? Let me now 
seek to illustrate and defend my general conclusions in more detail. 
Most of what I quote is taken from S.B. 

It is perhaps needless to say anything more about the form of 
Matt. V. 43. ‘ Thou shalt hate thine enemy ’ occurs nowhere in the 
Pentateuch. Various explanations have been given of it. S.B. 
admit that the second portion of the verse cannot be substantiated 
from a source. ‘ Das Ganze (the whole verse) wird eine populare 
Maxime sein, nach der der Durchschnittsisraelit in Jesu Tagen sein 
Verhalten gegen Freund und Feind eingerichtet hat.' ^ This is not 
very satisfactory, for the wording is so precisely similar to that of 
38 or 27. And indeed no explanation is quite satisfactory. Perhaps 
there is something to be said for the explanation of Giidemann. 
His pamphlet on ‘ Nachstenliebe ’ (Vienna, 1890) is ingenious, but 
his theses that Jesus deliberately alludes to Hillel, that his teach- 
ing to love the enemy was in full accordance with the higher 
Rabbinic teaching of his time, and that chaber, if not rea\ always 
meant ‘ every man,' cannot be maintained. He ignores too many 
of the counter passages. It is doubtful (i) whether R. Akiba in 
saying that Lev. xix. 18 was the greatest Kedal in the Law (the most 
fundamental or inclusive principle) thereby meant that to him 
rea* signified every man, or (2) whether on this point there was no 
opposition or difference of opinion between him and Ben Azzai. 
(Op. however, Abrahams, Studies i. p. 20.) We have always the 
double current in Rabbinic literature. When the Rabbis are not 
thinking of the nations as contrasted with Israel, they can magnify 
‘ man ' and the value of every human soul to any extent. And yet 
at other times, when they were concerned with idolatry and felt 

1 ‘ The whole verse may be regarded as a popular maxim, according to which 
the average Israelite of the days in which Jesus lived ordered his conduct towards 
friend and foe.* 
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pessimistic, or when persecution was sore, they could believe that 
most of the heathen would end in hell or annihilation. But they 
could hardly have held these two behefs simultaneously. Akiba 
can say, ‘ Beloved is man, for he was created in the image of God, but 
it was by a special love that it was made known to him that he was 
created in the image of God.’ And here ‘ man ’ is, by what follows, 
specifically distinguished from Israel. Yet the same Akiba is re- 
ported to have said, * The nations say to Israel, Whither is thy 
beloved (God) gone that we may seek him with thee ? But Israel 
replies. Ye have no portion in him ; my beloved is mine, and I 
am his ’ (i.e. exclusively). The second saying may be as authentic 
as the first, and the first as the second : Akiba was doubtless in- 
consistent, but it would be dangerous, with this inconsistency before 
us, to assume that he meant by rea' more than fellow-Israelite. 
But, on the other hand, there may be more value in Giidemann’s 
view that we should understand Matt. v. 43 to mean, ‘ You have 
heard that it was said, Thou shalt love thy neighbour, and so you 
might suppose that you may hate your enemy (whom, as he is your 
enemy, and so, ex hyj>othesiy hates you, you may consider not to 
be your neighbour). Therefore I say to you,’ etc. 

We may ask (i) who were the Jews whom some Rabbis allowed 
their disciples either not to love or to hate ; (2) how far was such 
teaching controverted by other Rabbis ? In Aboth we have the saying 
of R. Joshua, The evil eye, the evil Yetzer, and hatred of his fellow- 
creatures, put a man out of the world. Here ‘ creatures ’ means 
men generally. In the Aboth R. Nathan (xvi. 32 b) the sa)dng is 
quoted and commented on thus (we have heard it before, but it 
must be quoted again) : ‘Let not a man accustom himself to say : 
“ Love the wise, and hate the disciples, love the disciples, but hate 
the amme ha-aretZy but rather, love all, and hate (only) the Heretics, 
the Apostates, and the Informers,” as David says, “ Do I not hate 
them that hate thee ; I hate them with a complete hatred, they are 
my enemies.” But does it not say, “ Thou shalt love thy neighbour 
as thyself, I am the Lord ” (that is, I have created him) ? Yes, 
if he acts as thy people should act, then thou must love him, but 
if he does not, then thou must (or needst) not love him. [Giidemann 
draws a dubious distinction here between “not loving”and “hating.”] 
R. Simeon b. Elazar said, With a great oath was this word said, 
Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself ; I, the Lord, have created 
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him ; if thou lovest him, I am trustworthy to give thee good reward : 
and if not, I am a judge to punish thee.* Now as to the apostates, 
the heretics, the informers, there is no conflicting passage in which it 
says that these people are to be loved, and perhaps it would be too 
much to expect. Again, there is no definite passage that I know 
of where it says that the goi, the idolater, the persecutor, the 
oppressor, is to be loved {i.e, prayed for, done good to). I have said 
that Jesus is not thinking in this passage deliberately of the Gentiles. 
He does not deliberately mean the antithesis : ‘ You were told to 
love your fellow- Jews; I tell you to love the Gentiles, who are 
your enemies.’ If he had meant that, he would, I feel sure, have 
expressed himself more clearly. But perhaps I may have stressed 
private enemies too sharply and heavily. Jesus may have referred 
also to sections of Jews who showed hostility to himself and his 
teaching, or, just possibly, in his moral enthusiasm and intensity, 
and in the purity and depth of his religious insight, he may have 
meant enemies generally, whether they happen to be Jews or Gentiles, 
private or public. Did he, perhaps, speak in the broadest and most 
general terms, not thinking of any one set of people in particular ? 
One wishes he had been more definite. I wonder if he could have 
brought it over him to say, ‘ Love the Pharisees and Rabbis, if 
they persecute you ; love the Romans when they oppress you.’ I can 
believe the second more readily than the first, because till the end of 
his life Jesus suffered very little from the enmity of the Romans. 

To return, however, to the Rabbis and their teachings. We may 
ask how far does Rabbinic teaching approach to the command, 
Love your enemies — that is, seek their weHare ; and how far is it 
removed from such a command ; or what qualifications do we find 
in Rabbinic teaching in regard to this subject ? And now the 
nationality and quality of the enemies can be neglected. That 
point has been dealt with already. We are now dealing specifically 
with Question 8. (P. 59.) 

Hatred, and especially causeless hatred, are often unsparingly 
condemned. The famous adage in Aboth has already been quoted. 

‘ The evil eye, says R. Joshua, the evil Yetzer, and hatred of his 
fellow-creatures drive a man out of the world.’ On this saying 
Mr. Herford comments thus : The three things which ‘ drive a man 
out of the world ’ are ‘ only three synonyms for selfishness which 
is by its very nature unsocial. The selfish man cuts himself off 
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from human intercourse and the sympathy of his fellows ; it is 
not they but himself to whom is due his exclusion. The phrase 
“ to drive a man out of the world does not refer to death, and still 
less does it imply exclusion from the world to come, as Taylor by 
his reference to i John iii. 15 seems to suggest. Some commentators 
explain the plural “ (they) drive him from the world ” as referring 
to the people whom he hates ; but the reference to his own selfish 
nature is simpler and psychologically truer. The selfish man hates, 
but only the selfish hate him in return. The punishment he receives 
is what he makes for himself. ’ Why was the second temple destroyed 
although men occupied themselves with the study of the Law and 
with performing the commandments and deeds of lovingkindness ? 
Because causeless hate existed : and thus it is shown that causeless 
hate weighs as heavily (is as great a sin) as incest and murder and 
idolatry (which caused the destruction of the sanctuary at Shiloh 
and of the first temple) (Yoma 9 a). In Sifre 108 b, Deut. xix. ii 
is commented on, and it is said, ‘ He who violates a light command 
will ultimately violate a heavy one ; he who violates. Love thy 
neighbour as thyself, will ultimately violate, Thou shalt not hate 
thy brother in thy heart, and thou shalt not take vengeance nor 
bear any grudge ; and even “ he shall live with thee ’’ (Lev. xxv. 35) 
till at the end he will come to shedding blood. ^ In this p6ts8age 
the commandment to love thy neighbour is considered light in the 
sense of being comparatively easy to fulfil, because it is natural to 
man to love. The absence of love leads to hate, and so finally 
to murder. The same passage in the Sifra (89 b, on Lev. xix. 18), 
from which I have quoted before on ‘ Love thy neighbour as thyself,* 
and about Akiba’s comment, and about the limitation to ‘ the chil- 
dren of thy people,’ also deals in quaintest mode with vengeance and 
grudge. ‘ If A asks B, “ lend me your scythe,” and B refuses, and 
next day B says to A, “ lend me your spade,” and A replies, “ I will 
not, even as you refused to lend me your scythe,” that is revenge 
(which the Law forbids). If A says to B, “ lend me your spade,” 
and B refuses, and next day B says to A, “ lend me your scythe,” 
and A replies, “ here it is ; lam not like you, who would not lend 
me your spade ” — ^that is bearing a grudge, which also is forbidden.’ 

‘ Man must love the creatures, and not hate them ; the generation 
who were dispersed over the earth (Gren. xi. 1-9) loved one another, 
and so God did not destroy them, but only scattered them ; but the 
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men of Sodom hated one another, and so God destroyed them both 
from this world and from the world to come ’ (Aboth R. Nathan 
xii. 26 b). I may add here a few extra sentences from Dr. Abrahams’ 
essay on Man’s Forgiveness {Studies i.). ‘ We have in a late Mid- 
rash the splendid generalisation that : Whoever hates any man is 
as one who hates Him who spake and the world was {Pesikta Zutarta 
on Numbers viii. seq.). This prohibition applied to all men, even 
to Rome (see the strong rebuke in Eccles. Rabba on xi. i on the text 
Deut. xxiii. 8). Even the command to remember Amalek was 
explained by one Rabbi to mean, Remember your own sins which 
led up to Amalek’s assault : “ A king owned a vineyard, round which 
he built a fence. He placed inside the fence a savage dog. The 
king said. Should one come and break through the fence, the dog 
will bite him. The king’s own son came, and broke down the fence. 
The dog bit him. Whenever the king wished to mention how his 
son had offended in the matter of the vineyard, he said to him : 
Remember what the dog did to you ! So, whenever God wishes to 
recall Israel’s sin at Rephidim (Exod. xvii. 8), he says unto them ; 
Remember what Amalek did to you” (Pesikta K. 27a)’ (p. 160). 
A series of * ancient personal prayers has been preserved in the 
Jerusalem Talmud (Berachoth iv. § 2, 7 d). Thus we find, “ May 
it be thy will, 0 Lord my God and God of my fathers, that hatred 
and envy of us enter not into the heart of man, nor hatred and envy 
of any man enter into our heart.” On the same page may be seen 
the student’s prayer : “ May it be thy will, that I be not angered 
against my fellows, nor they against me.” Yet another prayer 
occurs in the same context ; “ Bring us near to what thou lovest, 
keep us far from what thou hatest.” These beautiful petitions may 
be paralleled by that of Mar Zutra, who every night, on retiring to 
his couch, said, “ Forgiveness be to all who have troubled me ” 
(pyvi ]KD SdS T\^h Megillah 28 a) (p. 161). “ I never went to 
bed,” said another Rabbi, at the close of a long life, “ with the curse 
of my fellow ” (Megillah, ib,y (p. 165). 

But such passages as these deal only with hatred generally. How 
stands the matter as regards the hatred of the enemy and the love of 
the enemy ? We may note from this special instance how much 
depended upon Scripture, and especially upon the Pentateuch. (The 
Pentateuchal moral commands were often widened or developed : 
they were very seldom indeed diminished or cheapened.) Now in 
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the Pentateuch there is no general command on the subject of being 
kind or good to enemies, but there is a specific command about one 
particular case, namely the striking law of Exodus xxiii. 4, 5. It 
is a remarkable fact that Deuteronomy, which usually improves 
on the older Book of the Covenant (Exodus xxi.-xxiii.), in this 
instance goes back upon it. For the enemy, the man who hates 
you, of Exodus, becomes merely the ‘ brother ’ in Deut. xxii. 1-4. 
Nevertheless, the Eabbis have a good deal to say about Exodus 
xxiii. 4, 5, and in spite of the usual casuistical discussions, the letter 
of the Law is maintained. It is also pretty clear that the ‘ natural 
man ’ — and there was a good deal of the ‘ natural man * in the 
Rabbis, which had both its strong and its weak side — ^found the law 
of Exodus xxiii. a hard law. Yet it was not explained or whittled 
away. In the Mechilta — ^the old commentary, half halachic, half 
haggadic — on Exodus xxiii. 4, the question is raised whether the 
enemy is a Jewish enemy or no. R. Josiah said that it was the non- 
Jew, the goi, the idolater : the goyim are ever the enemies of Israel. 
Thus, even in the case of an idolater, the law of Exodus xxiii. 4 must 
be obeyed. G. Kittel observes : ‘ Das ist einmal ein Fall, in dem die 
nationale Schranke wirklich klar, deutlich und prinzipiell durch- 
brochen ist ’ (p. Ii6).^ R. Eliezer said the enemy was a proseljrte who 
returned to his evil tendency (niDS). R. Isaak said the enemy was an 
apostate Israelite (iDitt’D). R. Nathan, however, said that he was 
an ordinary Israelite. But it is asked how can an Israelite be thy 
enemy ? ‘ Well, if he has struck your ear, or picked a quarrel with 

you, he is your enemy for the time ’ (99 a)- The general 

view was that the enemy was an Israelite. The Mechilta continues 
with a good deal of legal distinctions and discussions, but it lays down 
the rule that though the Law speaks of helping the enemy only to 
t^nload his ass, one must also help him to load it. For unloading is 
easier than loading : if, then, you are to help in unloading, how much 
more in loading. (niDnn HK i:DD ninDH nan) (99 b). 

There is another long discussion on the subject in Baba Mezia, both 
in the Mishnah and in the Gemara (32 a and b), about loading and 
unloading, but in the Mishnah the ‘ enemy ’ is not mentioned, and 
in the Gemara the discussion is complicated by the introduction of 
the point of view of cruelty to animals (□'•'‘n lyv). There is 

^ * Here for once is an instance in which national limitations are clearly, plainly, 
and as a matter of principle, broken through.* 
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a good deal of dispute as to whether help is to be rendered if the 
owner of the ass or of its burden is a goi. The decision is that help 
is to be rendered ‘ because of enmity ’ (i.e, to allay enmity). Here 
the motive is on a par with the rule that the poor and the rich of the 
goyim are to be helped, their sick visited and their dead buried, 
‘ for the sake of peace * — a motive which the modem Jewish com- 
mentators try to turn into an equivalent of universal benevolence, 
and S.B. and other Christian commentators regard as a mere 
motive of policy. {Klugheilsmassregel) (Gittin 6i a, etc.) The truth 
lies in between. Mr. Loewe writes : ‘ Kluglmtsmassregd (“ rule of 
good policy ”) is a big and categorical assertion. I do not think 
it is justified, though I am not prepared to maintain that every act 
of kindness by a Jew to a gentile was disinterested. But if self- 
interest or national interest was the motive in every case, why are 
stories of unkindness recorded ? These are often cited as proofs of 
Jewish “misanthropy,” but the argument is double-edged. Either 
the Jew behaved naturally, and was sometimes kind and sometimes 
unkind, like most human beings, or, if policy alone animated him, 
why were there ever open and deliberate unkind acts ? The 
juxtaposition of “ kind ” and “ unkind ” is sometimes very forcible ; 
e,g. the two contrary stories of kindness and unkindness to Romans 
in the hour of need, which follow in succession in Eccles. RaJbba 
(“ cast thy bread,” etc., xi. i, cited below, p. 347). In face of 
the second, one can hardly maintain that a calculated policy 
of ingratiation existed. Nebeneinanderl^en (KitteTs term) is a 
more probable explanation. If there had been no social inter- 
course and resultant friendship and kmdness, the bulk of the 
regulations in Abodah Zarah would have been unnecessary.* Kittel 
(p. 115) says of these laws, as of the ruling that one is to greet 
a heathen upon the public way (Gittin Mishnah v. 9 and 62 a) : 
‘ Freilich ist ein Verhalten solcher Art nicht aus prinzipiellen Er- 
wagungen entstanden, sondem aus der unmittelbaren Praxis des 
Nebeneinanderlebens. Das beweist der begriindende Zusatz, den 
die genanten Anweisungen in Gittin regelmassig haben ; Um des 
Friedens willen.” Immerhin mag derartiges eine Brucke gebildet 
haben, hinuber zu einer ruhigeren und humaneren Beurteilung auch 
des Volksfremden.* ^ And in truth it has ever been so. The Jews 

^ * Oondaot of this kind did not, however, come to pass as a matter of principle, 
but it arose from the immediate practical needs of living side by side. That this 
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have almost always liked, and wished to live at peace with, their 
neighbours, and to cultivate friendly relations with themy Hitlerists, 
Hackenkreuzler, anti-Semites, would not, mvtatis mutandis, have 
been a Jewish phenomenon. It is further said. If there were two 
cases of need, to unload a friend’s ass, and to load an enemy’s ass, 
the enemy takes precedence. Why ? To crush the evil desire, 
(ny^ n« (32 b.) This means to quell the Yetzer of the man who 
is tempted to leave the enemy and his ass unaided and to turn first 
to the friend. In Sifre (115 a) the contrast between Exodus and 
Deuteronomy is duly noted, and it is explained that the law about 
the enemy was made only as against the Yetzer, t.e. in order to 
subdue the evil inclination. (Here clearly it is the evil inclination 
of the man who might be tempted to leave the enemy without 
assistance.) In the Tosefta, however, the object is distinctly 
stated to be to crush (i.e. change) the heart of the hater, the enemy. 
To do that, it is one’s duty to help the enemy in unloading before 
helping the friend in loading. (12^ HK •‘"iD) (T. Baba Mezia, 

ii. 26, p. 375). The Tosefta declares that the ‘ hater ’ is an 
Israelite, but it adds that one must help the ass of a non- Jew no 
less than the ass of a Jew, unless it is laden with libation — wine, in 
which case one may not help it (for that would be aiding and abetting 
in idolatry, which, presumably, is a greater sin than cruelty to 
animals). Charming is the story quoted by S.B. about the two 
donkey drivers. They hate each other : the ass of the one falls 
beneath his burden ; the other sees it, but passes on. But then he 
remembers the law of Exodus xxiii. 4, and at once returns, and helps 
the other. That other says. Did X love me so much and I knew it 
not ? So they went to an inn and ate and drank and got to love each 
other. And it was the knowledge of the Law which the one possessed 
that brought about this peace and reconciliation. (Tanchuma B. i. 
Mishpatim 40 b ; Tanchuma Mishpatim 91 a ; Midrash Psalm xcix. 
(3), verse 4, 212 a.) In Yalkut Shimeoni on Proverbs xxiv. 17, 
§ 961, end, we find the following : So God has commanded : ‘ If 
thou see the ass of him that hates thee, etc., and if thou meet thy 
neighbour’s ox, etc., God has said. Thou art not grander than I.* 
How is this ? Israel would, indeed, have been right in reading the 

is so is proved by the addition which these rules and regulations in Gittin regularly 
have : For the sake of peace. Nevertheless, these practical needs may have formed 
a bridge for a calmer and more humane judgment of the foreigner.* 
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(whole) Hallel Psalms all the seven days of Passover, as they do read 
it on the seven days of Tabernacles. But on Passover they read it 
on the first day only. Why is this ? Because, says God, ‘ when 
the Egyptians who were my enemies were drowned in the sea, I 
caused it to be written, Eejoice not when thy enemy falls.’ (The 
Hebrew is nitD nnw ]*’«. Mr. Loewe says : ‘ Toh may not 
have been the original reading. If it is, the sense is difficult ; no equi- 
valent seems quite natural, and all renderings seem a little forced, 
(i) You are not more merciful than I. If I can forego, so ought you. 
But, ex hypothesis man is less merciful. Or, (2) You are not better, 
Le, of more consequence than I. If I can feel sorry for such people 
as the Egyptians, you should not rejoice over the fallen enemy. 
What we should expect is “ more righteous,” or “ keener on justice.” 
Tob might imply the former, hardly the latter. I think “ of more 
consequence ” is the least harsh rendering.’) S.B. note as a curious 
fact that little use appears to be made in the Midrash of Proverbs 
xxiv. 17, 18, or of XXV. 21, 22. Indeed the second adage, when 
alluded to at all, is usually treated allegorically and made to refer 
to the evil inclination {Yetzer ha-Ra), But there is a fine inter- 
pretation of the last two verses, namely : ‘ E. Chanina b. Chanina 
said. Even though the enemy has risen up early to kill thee, and he 
comes hungry and thirsty to thy house, give him food and drink. 
Head not yeshalem, God will repay, but yashlimenu (ijd^L 5^9 Grod will 
make him at peace with thee ’ (49 b). (Quoted by Abrahams, Studies 
I. p. 165, also by S.B. iii. p, 302). In Midrash Psalms vii. (3), verse i 
(ad fin.), 32 b, David is censured for having sung a song over the fall of 
Saul which was against the teaching of Proverbs xxiv. 17. God said 
to David, ‘ Had your star been Saul’s star (^to), and his star yours, how 
many people such as David would I have destroyed before him.’ The 
particularistic tendency of the Eabbis is frankly expressed in one of 
the many stories about Haman and Mordecai. When Haman tells 
Mordecai to mount the horse which the king had sent for him (Esther 
vi. II ), the latter pretends to be weakened by fasting and unable to 
do so. Thereupon Haman bends down, and Mordecai steps upon 
him and so mounts the horse. In doing so he gives Haman a kick, 
whereupon Haman quotes Proverbs xxiv. 17. But Mordecai re- 
plies, These words only apply to an Israelite, but as to you (the 
heathen) it is written, ‘ Thine enemies shall submit themselves unto 
thee, and thou shalt tread upon their high places ’ (Megillah 16 a). 
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How far, however, S.B. are justified in saying that the next quotation 
shows ‘ Wie es im gewohnlichen Leben um die Beobachtung von 
Spriiche xxiv. 17, 18 stand,’ may be doubted.^ I question whether 
Eaba’s remark (he died about a.d. 350) must be taken so seriously. 
‘ E. Ashe said, He who is ill should not disclose the fact on the first 
day so as not to cause himself bad luck ; but after that he may dis- 
close it. As when Eaba fell ill, on the first day he did not disclose 
it, but after that he said to his attendant, 60 announce that Eaba 
is ill. Let him who loves me pray on my behalf, and let him that 
hates me rejoice over my plight, for it is written, Eejoice not when 
thine enemy falls, and let not thy heart be glad when he stumbles ; 
lest the Lord see it and it displease Him and He turn away his wrath 
from him.’ The point here is in the humorous turn given to the 
last words. If an enemy rejoices, God will turn away his wrath 
from Eaba, and he will recover, so that the prayers of his friends 
and the rejoicings of his enemies will be equally beneficial to him. 
It is rather absurd to treat such a passage in the solemn manner of 
S.B. (Berachoth 55 b.) One of the most definite passages which 
teach the duty of ‘ rewarding ’ good for evil, and not merely of not 
‘ rewarding ’ evil for evil, is in Genesis E. nj xxxviii. 3 on xi. I, 
where E. Alexander enlarges the meaning of Proverbs xvii. 13 to 
iaclude this case. Therefore whoso ‘ rewards ’ evil instead of goody 
from his house too evil shall not depart. And he quotes Exodus 
xxiii. 5. Again, we observe the immense force of a Pentateuchal 
injunction. In Psalm xli. 10 we read : ‘ Have mercy upon me ; 
raise me up that I may requite them (i.e. my enemies).’ The 
Midrash {ad he, (8), 131 a) says : ‘ But, then, how about 
Proverbs xx. 22 ? The meaning is, I will requite them with good 
instead of evil, and the Lord will punish them ’ — a combination of 
high and low, not (xmfortunately) without many Scriptural justifica- 
tions. Once more : the Scripture is both burden and inspiration. 
It drags down and drives forward. The same thought is repeated in 
a conversation between David and God in which David asks Glod 
to punish his enemies — ^to requite them with evil — because he (David) 
had prayed for them in their illness and covered himself with sack- 
cloth, whereas they, when he was ill, had prayed for his death. 

The more usual attitude which is commended and enjoined is 
not active benevolence to the ‘ enemy,’ and not prayer for his con- 
' ‘ How it stood in ordinary life with the observance of Proverbs xxiv. 17, 18.* 
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version, but silence and submission. ‘ Happy he who listens (to 
curses) and does not reply’ (Sanhedrin 7a). For that line of 
teaching there are many parallels, some of which have already been 
quoted. ‘ Learn to receive sufEering (lyvn HN) and forgive those who 
insult you (^Jl^Sj;) ’ (Aboth R. Nathan xli. 67 a). ‘ If thy neighbour 
has done thee much evil, let it be to thee small ’ (i6.). ‘ Belong ever 

to the persecuted rather than to the persecutors ’ (Baba Ka mma 
93 a), and so on. The one or two familiar stories in which Rabbis 
pray for the repentance and conversion of their enemies are well 
known and quite honestly repeated by S.B. They are prefaced by 
the stories in which Rabbis refrain from cursing or doing evil. 
Thus, ‘ In the neighbourhood of R. Joshua b. Levi there dwelt a 
heretic who caused him much vexation (in Berachot, “ who plagued 
him with questions about the interpretations of the Scriptures ”). 
He took a cock, and tied it to the foot of the bed. He thought : 
when the comb of the cock grows white, which is the hour when God 
is wrathful against the wicked, I will curse the heretic. But when 
the hour came, he was asleep. When he woke he thought. One 
learns from this [that I was asleep] that it is not seemly (Kj;nK 
to do thus (t.e. to curse), even as it is written, To punish is not good 
for the righteous (Midrashic translation of Proverbs xvii. 26), 
and it is written, “ His tender mercies are over all his works.” Even a 
heretic it is not fitting (to curse) ('DH 

(Sanhedrin 105 a ; Berachoth 7 a).’ ‘ Mar Ukba sent to R. Elazar 
and said. There are some people who oppose me whom I could deliver 
up to the Government. What shall I do ? R. Elazar quoted Psalm 
xxxix. I. Mar Ukba sent again and said, They vex me greatly, 
I cannot stand up against them ; but again R. Elazar replied by 
quoting Psalm xxxvii. 7, adding (by a pun), God will cause them to 
fall before you in heaps. Be early and late in the house of study, 
and they will perish of themselves ’ (Gittin 7 a). The last two 
stories are more positive. ‘ In the neighbourhood of R. Zera there 
lived some coarse (or bad) men ; but he drew near them (had some 
intercourse with them) (in^ so that they might repent ; his 

colleagues, the Rabbis, were angry with him. When R. Zera died, 
the men said. Till now we had R. Zera who besought compassion 
for us : who will do so now ? They pondered upon this in their 
hearts (or they took this to heart) and repented ’ (Sanhedrin 37 a). 
S.B. put R. Zera’s date at about 300. This story seems to me very 
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significant. How well the words '•D )nh aipD nin 

n:i'its^n2 'inS (Sanhedrin 37 a) correspond with the conduct of Jesus 
towards the tax collectors and the sinners. And the Rabbis are 
angry with R. Zera (pan nsp iin), just as they were angry with 
Jesus. Thus R. Zera is an exception, even like Beruria and like 
Jesus. Still, Rabbinism coidd produce a R. Zera ; it could pro- 
duce a Beruria. ‘ In the neighbourhood of R. Meir there dwelt 
some coarse (bad) men who caused him much vexation. Once 
R. Meir prayed that they might die. But his wife Beruria drew 
his attention to the close of Psalm civ. (verse 35), which she said 
meant, not. Let sinners be destroyed out of the earth (D^t^en), but 
let sins (□•'Kljn) be destroyed out of the earth, and then the wicked 
will be no more ! So do thou pray for them that they repent, and 
they will be wicked no more. He did so, and they repented’ 
(Berachoth 10 a, Midrash Psalms civ. (27), verse 35, 224 b). It 
must, moreover, be stated that the codified rule of the Tosefta is 
that one must pray for him from whom one has suffered wrong. 

* If A has injured B, B is bound to pray God to show compassion 
upon A, even though A has not asked B for his forgiveness ’ 
(Tos. Baba Kamma ix. 29, p. 365 jin , ; Kittel, p. 119 ; Abrahams, 
Studies I. p. 164). Kittel says very honestly : ‘ Es ist nicht zu 
bestreiten, dass auch das ausserchristliche Judentum stellenweise 
von jener hochsten sittlichen Hohe gewusst hat, die fiir uns in Jesu 
Weisung gegeben ist : Trpoaevxecrde nepl tcjv iTnjpea^ovroiv v/xd?.’ ^ 
But he does not tackle the question whether Jesus was ever recorded, 
over and above the dubious instance of Luke xxiii. 34, to have 
practised what he preached ! 

S.B. quote the ‘ good ’ passages about ‘ hating,’ etc., very fairly ; 
they also, not unjustifiably, call attention to the ‘ bad ’ ones. It 
cannot be denied that hatred of the unworthy and the bad is some- 
times permitted or even enjoined. How could Psalm cxxxix. jm. 
— ^that, to the Rabbis, Davidic and inspired utterance — be got over ? 

‘ He who is insolent (D’JS niTj; ia may be called wicked, 
and it is permitted to hate him. So said R. Nachman b. Isaac ’ 
(Taanith 7 b). One wonders how far the next passage (Yoma 23 a) 
is seriously meant. R. Yochanan said in the name of R. Simon b. 

1 ‘ It cannot be denied that Judaism, standing outside Christianity, did here 
and there also know of that highest moral idealism, which is for us contained in 
the order of Jesus, Pray for those who ill-treat you.* 

H 
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Tehozedek : ^ a disciple of the wise who is not revengeful^ and does 
not bear a grudge like a serpent, is no (true) disciple of the wise/ 
But then (it is objected) how about Lev. xix. i 8 ? That only refers 
to (insults and injuries in respect of) money matters. But does it 
not also apply to personal insults ? (K*? i<"ij;y'i.) And then 

the famous saying of Sabbath 88 b, etc., is quoted. (‘ They who 
are humiliated without humiliating, who hear revilings and make no 
reply, who act from love and rejoice in their sufferings, are as the 
sun when he goes forth in his might.’) To this it is rejoined, 
‘ Nevertheless, he may bear the insult in his heart ’ (ID'’p:T 

iT’S). Again, it is objected that Eaba said that he who does 
not stand upon his rights is forgiven all his sins. To which the 
reply is made. This applies to the man who, when the other seeks 
to appease him, lets himself be appeased. And here the subject 
is dropped. Thus the conclusion seems to stand : One may bear the 
insult in one’s heart. In a sense the next quotation is less objection- 
able because the ‘ hatred ’ is not directed to the man who has done 
a personal injury, but to an evil-doer generally. It is said that 
God hates three persons : he who says one thing, and thinks another 
in his heart ; one who could give evidence in another’s favour, and 
does not do so ; and one who, being alone, sees a bad deed of his 
neighbour ('n''3n3 rrnj; n^nn), and gives unsupported evidence 
against him. But though to do this is a sin, for it merely brings 
the neighbour into evil repute, yet one may hate him. (The 
solitary witness may hate the evil-doer, but he should hold his 
tongue.) R. Nachman b. Isaac, It is even a command to hate him, 
for it says, the fear of the Lord is to hate evil. (Pesachim 113 b.) 
As regards the ‘ hate ’ of the Rabbis towards the Amme hchAretz^ 
and vice versa^ enough has been said already. Also about the 
hatred of the heretic, the apostates, and the informers. A special 
curse was formulated against these, together with a curse against 
the Roman oppressors. One of the oldest versions was : ‘ For 
the apostates let there be no hope, and may the insolent kingdom 
be quickly overthrown in our days, and may the Nazarenes and 
the Minim (Christians and Heretics) be destroyed in a moment ; 
may they be blotted out of the book of the living, and may 
they not be inscribed with the righteous : blessed art thou, 
0 Lord, who humblest the insolent.’ The Nazarenes were the 
Jewish-Christians. Non- Jewish, i.e. Gentile, Christians were# not 
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nearly so much disliked as Jews who became Christians. The 
wording of this famous Nineteenth ‘ Benediction ’ was changed 
repeatedly, partly by the mediaeval censors. See Abrahams, 
Notes to the Authorised Prayer Booh, p. Ixiv. In its present 
form, the ‘ benediction ’ runs thus : ‘ And for slanderers let there 
be no hope, and let all wickedness perish as in a moment ; let all 
thine enemies be speedily cut off, and the dominion of arrogance 
do thou uproot and crush, cast down and humble speedily, in our 
days. Blessed art thou, 0 Lord, who breakest the enemies and 
humblest the arrogant ’ (Authorised Prayer Booh, ed. Singer, p. 48). 
(The texts and the Talmudic passages can conveniently be read in 
Strack’s useful book, Jesus, die Hdretiher und die Christen, 1910.) 
Mr. Loewe writes : ‘ Probably this was a “ test passage,’’ inserted to 
prevent a Jewish Christian from acting as Reader and inserting 
Christological formulas. It was forbidden to answer “ Amen ” 
after certain persons of doubtful orthodoxy unless one had heard 
all the benediction. For the “test passage ” cp, Abrahams, Phari- 
saism ii. p. 59 fin,, and for the general situation see ib, p. 57 fin,* 
[The * hatred ’ of some Palestinian Rabbis of the Babylonian Rabbis 
is, perhaps, regarded rather too solemnly by S.B. It is more like 
our impatient ‘ I cannot bear ’ than ‘ I hate ’ in the stricter sense. 
(Pesachim 113 b, Menachoth 100 a, and Yoma 9 b).] The passage 
from Tosefta Sabbath xiii. 5 (p. 129) is especially interesting. 
(S.B. p. 367, Strack, p. 62 ; text pp. 28, 29.) ‘ The margins, or 
unused portions of the rolls, and the books, of the heretics must not 
be saved (from a fire), but they must be allowed to be burnt where 
they are together with the names of God which are in them. R. 
Yose, the Galilean, said, On a week day one should cut out the names, 
and hide them and bum the rest. R. Tarphon said, I would sooner 
lose my sons than I would not, if these books fell into my hands, 
bum them and the names of God contained in them : tmly, if I 
were pursued (by a man seeking to kiU me) I would take refuge in a 
heathen temple, but I would not enter one of their houses (of prayer) : 
for the idolaters know not God and deny him ; but the Minim know 
him and deny him, and of them the word holds Isaiah, Ivii. 8 : 
“ And behind the doors and the posts hast thou set up thy remem- 
brance : for thou hast discovered thyself to another than me, and 
art gone up ; thou hast enlarged thy bed, and made thee a covenant 
with'them; thou lovedst their bed where thou sawest it.” R. 
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Ishmael said, If in order to make peace between a man and his wife, 
God has said that his holy name may be extinguished by water 
(Numbers v. 23), how much more must the books of the heretics, 
which cause enmity and hatred and quarrels between Israel and their 
Father in heaven, be destroyed. Concerning them it is written. 
Should not I hate them that hate thee ? ’ The Gospels would, I 
imagine, have undoubtedly been included by the Rabbis among 
these heretical works. Here I may fitly quote some paragraphs 
from Dr. Abrahams’ study on ‘ Man’s Forgiveness.’ ‘ Mr. Monte- 
fiore’s lament that Jesus displayed animosity against the Pharisees 
has been resented by critics of his volumes. His comment, it has 
been said, is due to psychological misunderstanding. If this be so, 
ought not the same principle to apply to the Pharisaic animosity — 
such as it was — against sectarians ? If Jesus might with propriety 
assail the Pharisees with threats of dire retribution, the same 
measure must be meted out to them, when they are the assailants 
of those whom they thought wilfully blind to truth and open rebels 
against righteousness. In no age have the sects loved one another 
overmuch, and much as one may sigh at this display, among all 
creeds, of human nature red in tooth and claw, it is happily true 
that the consequences have not been entirely bad for the world. 
The prophet is almost necessarily a denunciator, and the sect must 
fight if it would maintain the cause. “ The emulation of scholars 
increases wisdom ” (B. Batra 21 a), and the same principle applies 
to sectarian differences. The Pharisees of the age of Jesus were no 
doubt good fighters against internal heresies, just as they were good 
fighters against the common enemy, Rome. But there was more of 
this a century before and a century after Jesus than in his actual 
age. For it is in fact found on examination that the Jewish ill- 
feeling against the “ nations ” is correlated to the ill-feeling of the 
“ nations ” against Israel. The Maccabean spirit of exclusiveness 
was roused by the Syrian plot against Judaism, just as the later 
Pharisaic exclusiveness was roused by the Roman assault on the 
religious life of Israel. And the same is true even of the apocalypses, 
with their tale of doom. All of them must be placed in their proper 
historical background if the picture is to be just. Undoubtedly, 
with the terrible experience of the Great War before our eyes, with 
the recollection of much said and written and done burnt into our 
minds, our world is better able to judge the past. And it is not 
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necessary to appeal to our own immediate experience of the hour. 
One would not deduce the theory of brotherly love held by Dutch 
Christendom from the language of Boers regarding English during 
the South African War ; one would not entirely gauge the condition 
of Elizabethan Anglicanism in relation to the forgiving spirit by 
its language or actions regarding Spanish Catholics. Nor would 
one be just to Puritanism if one read a complete theory of its attitude 
towards the persecutors of the Church into Milton’s fiery sonnet on 
the massacre by the Piedmontese : 

Avenge, 0 Lord, thy slaughtered saints, whose bones 

Lie scattered on the Alpine mountains cold ! 

National, sectarian, animosities, even humanitarian indignations 
against the cruel and the unrighteous, do indeed stand on a different 
plane to personal vindictiveness, and men sometimes do well to be 
angry, 

‘ It is, however, not the case that the Pharisaic liturgy enshrines 
any vindictiveness against Christianity. This denial is obviously 
true of the first century, but it is also absolutely true of later cen- 
turies. As a Jewish heresy, early Christianity was the subject of 
antipathy, as an independent religion it was scarcely assailed at 
all. Paganism was another matter ; against idolatry the Synagogue 
waged war, and sometimes idolaters came in for their share of the 
attack, and were, in moments of stress, regarded as outside the pale 
of the brotherhood of man. But even then, it was internal heresy 
that was more bitterly resented, and the deliberate sinner, the man 
of immoral and heretical life within the fold, was far more the object 
of recrimination than any one who stood outside. Here, again, 
we have a fact of human nature, not of Pharisaic nature only, and 
it is a pity that the Pharisees are made to bear the burden which 
should be put on the shoulders of mankind. 

‘ The Rabbinic sayings to the effect that it is permissible to 
“ hate ” the wicked within the fold, have no reference to personal 
wrongs. The offences which make “ hatred ” justifiable are in- 
variably breaches of morality or of the law of God which should not 
be condoned until the offender had repented. The personal foe 
does not come into the category. The same page of the Talmud 
(Pesachim 113 b) which records the duty to show detestation of the 
adulterer records also that beloved of God is he who forgives wrongs 
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personal to himself. “ I believe it to be quite one of the crowning 
wickednesses of this age that we have starved and chilled our faculty 
of indignation ” (Ruskin, Lectures on Art, 1870, p. 83 ; cp. Sir J. 
Stephen, History of the Criminal Law of England, 1883, Vol. i. 
p.478).’ (P.158.) 

It is, I think, rather unworthy of S.B. to make a big print cita- 
tion from Jer. Megillah iii. § 2, 74 a, as if it were a trump card. In 
2 Sam. xix. 6, Joab says to David : ‘ Thou hast shamed this day the 
faces of all thy servants, who this day have saved thy life, and the 
lives of thy sons and of thy daughters, and the lives of thy wives, 
and the lives of thy concubines ; in that thou lovest them that hate 
thee, and hatest them that love thee. For thou hast declared this 
day, that thou regardest neither princes nor servants : for this day I 
perceive, that if Absalom had lived, and all we had died this day, then 
it had pleased thee well.’ The citation, ‘ Thou lovest them that hate 
thee and hatest them that love thee,’ happens to be referred to in a 
purely legal question (which has not the smallest relation to loving or 
hating the enemy), in the following way : ‘ R. Jeremiah sent a letter 
(anD) to R. Judah ’ [with these words] ‘ to hate those who love you 
and to love those that hate you ’ [reversing the order in Samuel]. 
Nothing more. Why, or for what purpose, or in what connection, 

R. Jeremiah made the quotation we are not informed. Nevertheless, 

S. B. (p. 368) say, ‘ Inhaltlich ist das Zitat als eine Riige gemeint 
[a pure supposition] : nicht den Freund soli man hassen und den 
Feind lieben ; das umgekehrte Verhalten, weil allein der allgemeine 
Anschauung entsprechend, sei das Richtige : liebe deine Fremde, 
und hasse deine Feinde. Das ist dieselbe Maxime die wir Mt. v. 43 
lesen.’ ^ A mountain based upon a molehill ! S.B. have no justifica- 
tion for their statement. R. Jeremiah may have quoted the words 
as a mere joke, or for a hundred possible reasons, not one of which 
would justify S.B. in insinuating that the customary Rabbinic 
morality or maxim was ‘Love your friends, hate your enemies.’ 
But the accuracy of Jesus must be defended at almost any price ! 

And yet S.B. have a fairly good case for the originality of Jesus, 
though not for his verbal accuracy. Putting the passages from the 

^ * The quotation, from the point of view of its meaning, is intended as a 
blame : one must not hate the friend and love the enemy ; the contrary disposition, 
because it alone corresponds with the general and accepted opinion, is the right one, 
namely : love your friends, and hate your enemies. And that is the very maTim 
which we find quoted in Mt. v. 43 .’ 
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Testaments of the Patriarchs on one side, we have nothing in Rab- 
binic literature up to a.d. 30 which is a full parallel to Luke vi. 27, 
28, or Matt. V. 43-46. Nor can it fairly be said that we have a 
full parallel even after a.d. 30. But there are stories and sayings 
which partake of the same spirit, and the teaching or tendency of 
which is on the same lines. S.B, are not entirely wrong, but yet a 
little unfair and ungenerous when they say : ‘ Zur klaren positiven 
Formulienmg eines allgemeinen Satzes, wie Liebet eure Feinde, 
hat Exodus xxiii. 4, 5 in der alten S3magoge nicht gefiihrt. Man 
hielt sich auf der Linie der Negative : Freue dich nicht iiber das 
Ungliick deines Feindes und vergilt nicht Boses mit Bosem ’ (p. 368).^ 
But I would not cavil with the view that Jesus is to be regarded as 
the first great Jewish teacher to frame such a sentence as : ‘ Love 
your enemies, do good to them who hate you, bless them that curse 
you, and pray for them who ill-treat you ’ (Luke vi. 27, 28). Yet 
how much more telling his injunction would have been if we had 
had a single story about his doing good to, and praying for, a 
single Rabbi or Pharisee ! One grain of practice is worth a pound 
of theory. (Luke xxiii. 34 is of doubtful range and doubtful 
authenticity.) We have at all events from the Rabbis one or two 
tales of kindness shown to Romans m their hour of need (see p. 347). 
Thus, as regards the Jewish and Christian advocates, the impartial 
historian must declare that the truth probably lies somewhere 
between the two. Windisch is very fair in all that he says about 
Jesus and the love of the enemy. Especially noteworthy are his 
remarks about the question of Jesus’s consistency, or the conflict 
between his conduct and his demand. ‘ Eine befriedigende Losung 
ist von christlicher Seite noch nicht gegeben’ (p. 27).* Whether 
his own partial explanation on p. 74 fin, and 75 init, can wholly 
be accepted I am not sure. He says that one must not judge a 
prophet, full of justified indignation with hypocrisy, etc., as one 
judges an ordinary man. But if Jesus was so marvellously perfect 
and sinless as his adherents maintain, should he not have been 
more able than other men to exercise patience, self-control, and love ? 

1 ‘ The Rabbis ( = the old Synagogue) were not led by Exodus xxiii. 4, 5 to a 
clear formulation of any general statement, such as, Love your enemies. They did 
not get beyond the negative : Do not rejoice over the misfortune of your enemy 
and do not requite evil with evil.’ 

* * A satisfactory solution from a Christian authority has, so far, not been 
given.* 
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Should we not rightly demand more from him than from ordinary 
men, and not less ? Windisch, however, admits ein unaufgdoster 
Rest (‘an unsolved residuum’) between the invectives and the 
Sermon. (P. 75.) 

I repeat that what one would have wished to find in the 
life-story of Jesus would be one single incident in which Jesus 
actually performed a loving deed to one of his Rabbinic antagonists 
or enemies. That would have been worth all the injunctions 
of the Sermon on the Mount about the love of enemies put 
together. Even if such a deed were only reported, and it were of 
dubious authenticity, how valuable it would be. ‘ Father, forgive 
them ’ is of dubious authenticity, but it is little the less beautiful 
and inspiring. Even though it refers only to the Roman soldiers and 
not to the Jews, it is, nevertheless, of high ethical import. ‘ The 
deed ! the deed ! ’ as the poet has it. But no such deed is ascribed 
^ Jesus in the Gospels. Towards his enemies, towards those who 
did not believe in him, whether individuals, groups, or cities (Matt, 
xi. 20-24), only denunciation and bitter words ! The injunctions 
are beautiful, but how much more beautiful would have been a 
fulfilment of those injunctions by Jesus himself. Dr. Haas writes 
in his excellent essay, ‘ We Christians dare not say that we do love 
our enemies, but, at least, we know that we ought to love them. 
We are ashamed that we do not love them. What is demanded of 
us is not something which is impossible. Der Meister hat’s uns 
vorgelebt.’ ^ But when and where ? Dr. Haas very wisely gives 
no reference, (‘ Idee und Ideal der Feindesliebe in der ausser- 
christlichen Welt,’ 1927, p. 96.) On the other hand, with 
Haas’s criticisms of Eschelbacher and other Jewish theologians 
(pp. 21-24) I am more or less in agreement. (See my Gospels, n. 
pp. 85-91.) 

45. oTTCJs yejrqade vloL ‘ That ye may become sons.’ The 
idea is that if they imitate God’s ways and character, then they 
are legitimately to be called God’s children, and if they do not so 
imitate, then they are not his children and have no right to be so 
called. Similar remarks are frequent among the Rabbis. The 
Israelites are God’s sons or children. Some Rabbis say that they 
are called his sons, when they do his will, or obey his commands ; 

^ * The Blaster was an example of it for us in his own life.* 
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when they refuse or transgress, they are not called his sons. Others 
say, in either case they are sons : children they were, children they 
remain. The salient passages are given by S.B. quite fairly (p. 371). 
Another suggestion is : children when they do God’s will ; slaves 
when they transgress it. Cp. p. 114. Mr. Loewe writes : ‘ Cp. 
“ This day the world was called into being, this day thou causest 
all the creatures of the universe to stand for judgment, either as 
children or as servants ; if as children, have pity on us, as a father 
pitieth his children; and if as servants, on thee do our eyes wait, 
until thou be gracious to us” (Davis and Adler, Service of the 
Synagogue, London, 1922, p. 156, and Gaster, Book of Prayer, . . . 
New Year Vol., London, 1903, p. 121).’ 

The bidding to imitate God is an exceedingly familiar Eabbinic 
motive. The imitation of God forms the subject of one of Dr. 
Abrahams’ finest studies (ii. pp. 138-182). He quotes the noble 
Sifre passage (85 a) : ‘As God is called merciful and gracious, so 
do thou be merciful and gracious, offering gifts gratis to all ; as 
the Lord is called righteous and loving, so be thou righteous and 
loving.’ S.B.’s quotations, even by themselves, are adequate as 
illustrations, and the very first is especially in point in relation to 
Matt. V. 43-47. ‘ R. Meir said, What does “ pass on ” mean ? 
(Exodus xvii. 5). It means, “ Be like me. As I requite good for 
evil, so do thou, as it say^. Who is a God like unto thee that pardons 
iniquity and passes by transgression ” ’ (Micah vii. 18). (Exodus 
R. xxvi. on xvii. 8.) ‘As he is merciful and gracious, so be thou 
merciful and gracious ’ (Mechilta on Exodus xv. 2, 37 a, et saep,). 
Then there is the famous passage in which we are told that as God 
had clothed the naked, visited the sick, comforted the mourning, 
buried the dead, so do thou imitate him, or his ways, or his attri- 
butes, in all these actions. (Sotah 14 a.) 

But this very injunction or appeal to imitate God led to im- 
fortunate or doubtful consequences, because in the Scripture God 
is not described as merely showing mercy and goodness. He ‘ hated 
Esau ’ ; he ‘ laughs ’ at the nations ; he is ‘ full of wrath ’ ; he ‘ takes 
vengeance on his enemies.’ And so on. Are we to imitate him in 
these respects also ? There were one or two especial passages which 
are constantly brought up. Thus, in i Samuel ii. 25, it says 

pleasure in slaying them.’ 
And in Proverbs xi. 10 it says, ‘ when the wicked perish there is 
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rejoicing/ Does God then rejoice over the death of the wicked ? 
How about Ezekiel xviii. 32, ‘ I have no pleasure in the death of 
him that dies ’ ? In one passage the contradiction is solved (as 
we shall hear on p. 264) by the view that in the death of the 
sinner that repents God has no pleasure, in the death of the 
sinner who does not repent he has pleasure. (Niddah 70 b.) Here 
it would seem as if God did rejoice at the death of the unrepentant 
sinner. On the other hand, elsewhere a Eabbi declares that God 
does not rejoice in the downfall (|n^£:D 3 ) of the wicked. And 
then follows the well-known story of the angels beginning a paean 
of joy when the Egyptians were drowned, and God sayiug, The 
work of my hands are sunk in the sea and ye would sing before me ! 
Then another Rabbi declares, God does not himself rejoice, but he 
causes others to rejoice. (Sanhedrin 39 b ; Megillah 10 b.) It says 
in the Mishnah, So long as the wicked are in the world, there is 
fierceness of anger in the world (Deut. xiii. 18) ; when the wicked 
have perished, the fierceness of anger is stilled. (Sanhedrin xi. 6, end.) 
And the Gemara adds : ‘ If a wicked man comes into the world, 
fierceness of anger comes into the world (Prov. xviii. 3), and when 
a wicked man perishes from the world, good comes into the world, 
as it is said, when the wicked perish there is rejoicing.’ Surely the 
Scripture was often a burden. Yet the Rabbis do sometimes attempt 
to overcome the burden. Cp. Abrahams, Studies ii. pp. 151, 177 
(where in line 6 from bottom for Ixxxiv read xciv.). ‘ I, God, am 
master of envy ; envy is not master of me,’ is a suggested explana- 
tion of the text ‘ I, the Lord thy God, am a jealous God ’ (Mechilta 
68 a on xx. 5). More fully the same fine thought is expressed iu 
Midrash Psalms xciv. (i), verse i, 209a. ‘Man’s anger controls 
him, but God controls his anger — he is master of his wrath 

(Nahum ii. 2) ; man’s jealousy controls him, but God controls his 
jealousy.’ Again, in the Mechilta it says, ‘ God with jealousy 
punishes idolatry (i.c. the idolaters), but in other matters he is 
gracious and pitiful.’ (So too in Genesis R. xlix. 8.) The most 
curious passage on the whole subject is one which is found with 
slight variants both in the Midrash on Ecclesiastes on viii. 4 
and in Genesis R. Iv. 3 on xxii. i. The inconsistency of 
God’s command with God’s own practice is called in question. 
On the one hand, there is Leviticus xix. 18, ‘ Hate not, bear no 
grudge, do not revenge.’ On the other (Nahum i. 2), ‘ The Lord 
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avenges, and bears a grudge.’ ‘R. Levi said, The matter is 
like as if a master forbade his disciple to pervert judgment, or to 
respect persons, whereas he himself did so. Then the disciple 
said, Master, is it permitted to thee, but forbidden to me ? So 
the Israelites say to God, Thou hast written in thy Law, Thou shalt 
not take vengeance or bear a grudge, but thou takest vengeance 
and bearest a grudge. God replies, I do not bear a grudge against 
Israel, as it is said. He will not always contend, neither will he bear 
a grudge for ever (Psalm ciii. 9). But as regards the heathen, God 
takes vengeance on his adversaries, and bears a grudge against 
his enemies. And God says, I wrote in my Law, Thou shalt not 
avenge or bear a grudge against the children of thy people, but 
thou mayest take vengeance against the heathen, as it is said. 
Avenge the children of Israel against the Midianites.’ Here we have 
indeed naked particularism, but yet, perhaps, not wholly unashamed. 
As breathing a different spirit a passage in Midrash Psalms ciii. 9 (12) 
(218 b) is worth quoting, especially if Mr. Loewe’s view of its render- 
ing here given is correct. ‘ God says, I contended with the genera- 
tion of the deluge and with the generation of the tower of Babel, 
and I conquered them, and I suffered loss in respect of them 
(omK ^mosn^) ; but when Moses conquered me [by securing pardon 
for Israel], I got gain in my world. That is the meaning of the words. 
He will not always chide, neither does he keep his anger for ever.’ 
Wherever the Rabbis show any compunction in their nationalism, 
whenever they are tolerant and universalistic, I feel as if the spirit 
of God was working within them. For they were such passionate 
patriots, and religion was so entirely fused with their nationalism, 
strengthening it and backing it up, that it would seem that it must 
have been inspiration and grace which could have brought about 
a breaking down of their religious limitations. Somehow the 
universalist passages of the Rabbis seem to me all the more remark- 
able in view of their prevailing particularism. 

To the passage about the sun and the rain there are closely 
parallel passages in the Rabbinical literature, though they are all 
much later than Jesus. As S.B. justly observe, the Rabbis could 
take good note of the tender universalism of such a verse as Psalm 
cxlv. 9, and it is worth remembering that this Psalm was given a 
very special place in the liturgy, and to its constant recitation were 
allotted special rewards. ^ R. Joshua b. Nehemiah (a.d. 350) said, 
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Have you ever noticed that the rain fell on the field of A who was 
righteous, and not on the field of B who was wicked ? Or that the 
sun arose and shone upon Israel who was righteous, and not upon 
the wicked (the nations) ? God causes the sun to shine both upon 
Israel and upon the nations, for the Lord is good to all.’ (The 
passage goes on to say that man is often kind to his slaves and 
cruel to his animals, and vice versa, but that God is merciful to both 
man and beast.) (Pesikta E. 195 a fin,-h,) The blessing of rain is 
even greater than the resurrection of the dead, for the resurrection 
only applies to the righteous, the rain affects the wicked as well. 
(Taanith 7 a.) God’s special attribute is compassion. He gives of 
his pity to his creatures (that they may be pitiful to one another). 
If, in a year of drought, men are merciful to each other, then God 
will be full of mercy to them (Gen. R. n: xxxiii. 3 on viii. i). Then 
came the question as to other passages in Scripture where God is 
said to be good only to the good, and explanations had to be forth- 
coming. ‘ In this world God is good to all ; in the next only to 
the good ’ (Midrash Psalms xxii. (3), verse i, 91 a). Or, though he 
is good to all, he shows special concern for the righteous. (San- 
hedrin 39 b.) In the passage, alluded to elsewhere, about R. 
Gamaliel waiting at table, God is said to feed and satisfy all men, 
and not only the righteous, but even also the idolaters. (Mechilta 
59 a on Exodus xviii. 12.) As to the degree and nature of God’s 
long-suffering, there were dispute^. One painful interpretation, 
often maintained and alluded to, is that God is long-suffering to 
the wicked in this world in order that he may punish them the more 
in the world to come. He requites them their few good deeds in 
this world that he may requite all their evil deeds the more fuUy 
in the next world. It is also said that God is long-suffering in 
exacting punishment. But clearly the doctrine of God’s pity, his 
long-sufferingness, his readiness to forgive, led to consequences 
which were dangerous. If it is God’s mkieT to forgive, why should 
not man sin in comfort ? So it is said, God is indeed long-suffering, 
but he exacts his own. (The mills of God end by grinding small.) 
(Cp. the long discussion in Pesikta 161 b, and Bacher, Agada der 
pal. Amorder i. p. 545, n. 3, with other references.) Quaint and 
touching is the story of Sanhedrin iii a, foot, quoted by S.B. on 
p. 377. ‘ And Moses bowed down and worshipped. What did 

Moses see ? R. Chanina said. He saw (the attribute) Long-suffering : 
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the Rabbis say he saw Truth. In accordance with the former view 
it is taught that when Moses went up the Mount he found God 
sitting and writing “ Long-suffering.” Moses said to him : Long- 
suffering to the righteous. God replied ; Also to the wicked. Moses 
said, May the wicked perish. God said, You shall see what you 
have asked. When the Israelites sinned, God said. Did you not 
say to me. Long-suffering only to the righteous ? Moses replied. 
But did you not reply to me. Long-suffering also to the wicked ? ’ 
One Rabbi said that the dual in the phrase (iong- 

suffering) means that God is long-suffering towards the wicked 
as well as towards the righteous (Baba Kamma 50 b). On the 
whole, we may justly say that the teaching of Jesus in w. 45 
and 48 is very fairly reflected in the higher teaching of the Rabbis. 
That God punishes the wicked, that he sends many people to hell, 
and either keeps them there or annihilates them, was teaching 
common to both Jesus and the Rabbis, and it has been teaching 
which millions of pious persons have believed to this day, and 
which thousands still believe. But within these limits, and in 
spite of the inconsistency, both Jesus and the Rabbis taught that 
God was loving and merciful and ‘ good to aU,’ and they both 
believed that, somehow or other, it was in his attribute of pity 
and goodness, rather than in his attribute of severity and punish- 
ment, that his true nature was revealed and even contained. When 
Jesus bade his disciples be perfect like God, when the Rabbis 
bade their followers imitate, and follow in, his ways, they quite 
forgot his severity, they did not remember those qualities in virtue 
of which he would say, ‘ Depart from me, ye accursed, into the 
everlasting fire ’ ; they only thought of, and remembered, his 
pity, his lovingkindness, his forgiveness. In these qualities, and 
in these alone, man was to imitate him. This happy limitation was 
common to them both. Only after writing these lines did I notice 
Dr. Abrahams’ remark that ‘ the whole Rabbinic literature might, 
I believe, and at all events hope, be searched in vain for a single 
instance of the sterner O.T. attributes of God being set up as a 
model for man to copy ’ (Studies n. p. 152). In view of the passages 
quoted on verse 45 there is a bit of exaggeration here, but sub- 
stantially it is true. 

Windisch has some very just remarks on v. 48 on pp. 58, 59. 
He also points out that vii. ii is really opposed to v. 45, or, at all 
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events, involves a certain limitation of its complete possibility. 
(P. 144 145.) 

46. It is needless for my purpose to collect Rabbinic opinions 
and sayings about the tax-collectors : they are to be found in 
S.B. and elsewhere. 

47. As regards greetings, the bidding of Jesus is in accordance 
with the practice of the best Rabbis, who did not stand upon their 
dignity, but gave the greeting beforehand. It was said of R. 
Yochanan b. Zakkai that no one ever anticipated him in greeting, 
not even a heathen in the public street. (Berachoth 17 a.) Though 
the rule was that the less learned must be the one to greet first 
(cp. Berachoth i. § i, 4 b), yet the maxim in Aboth is, ‘ R. Mattith- 
yah ben Charash said, Be first in greeting every man ’ (iv. 20). 
The saying of Abbaye is pleasant : ‘ A man should always be cunning 
(DI13;) in the fear of God, and ever answer softly, and turn away 
wrath, and increase peace with his brethren and his relations and 
with all men, even with a heathen in the public street (i,e, in greet- 
ing), so that he may be beloved above and popular (iDn:) on 
earth and acceptable to his fellow-creatures ’ (Berachoth 17 a). 
For much further information about greetings and salutations 
see S.B, 


48. As to ‘ perfect,’ cp. Abrahams (Studies ii. 151) : ‘ With 
this idea of holiness went the other idea expressed by the term 
tamim, perfect, without blemish, whole-hearted God-wards. It is 
at first sight tempting to hold that this is why Matthew (v. 48) 
expresses the Imitation formula in the terms “ Be ye perfect, even 
as your heavenly Father is perfect.” Such a formula would be a 
not unnatural derivative from “ Be ye holy, for I the Lord am holy.” 
Yet there is no verbal parallel in Rabbinic literature to Matthew’s 
form; it is original to him, and unique in the Synoptics. Luke’s 
version (vi. 36), “ Be ye merciful as your Father is merciful,” has, 
on the other hand, many Pharisaic parallels, as we have seen. We 
find in Midrashim, side by side with the text “Be thou perfect,” 
texts like “as for God his way is perfect” ; but the Midrash has no 
thought there of Imitation, it only expounds that man may become 
perfect by obedience to the perfect Law. Matthew’s phrase remains 
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unparalleled. Though, however, he differs in wording from Luke, 
he intends much the same, except that the first Gospel’s “ perfec- 
tion in love” as the aim of imitation is a fuller concept than the 
third Gospel’s “ perfection in mercy.” ’ But, the Rabbinic ideal 
of holiness as the quality in God which man is to imitate, is no less 
grand than Matthew’s conception of ‘ perfection.’ I again quote 
from Dr. Abrahams. ‘ What of the Divine Holiness ? Does it 
not stand for the supreme and unique hall-mark of Deity, the fence 
to his unapproachable Self ? Here, surely, imitation is impossible ; 
and if so, what becomes of the Imitation ideal ? But, as with the 
divine Uniqueness so with the divine holiness — ^there is the constant 
correlative, the derived holiness of Israel. Holiness means separate- 
ness, but it is a separateness in which man may have his reflected 
part. How the old idea of separateness clung to the term is seen 
from the comment of the Sifra (86 c) on Leviticus xix. 2. “ Be ye 
holy — be ye perushim ” (separated), “ even as God is parush ” (sepa- 
rated). And then, since separateness means aloofness from the foul, 
the unchaste, the cruel, the term “ holiness ” came to concentrate 
in itself the whole of the perfect life as Israel understood it ; life 
perfect ritually, morally, spiritually. The word hadosJi grows ever 
richer in significance with the ages. Ritual cleanliness, dietary 
abstinences, communal separateness, detestation of the grosser 
indulgences and vices and moral licentiousness, the inspiration to 
purity of thought, action, and belief — in brief, the hallowing of life, 
and of the martyr’s sacrifice of life for the hallowing of God — all 
these ideas, and more, accumulated round the Jewish conception 
of kedushah (holiness). “ It is,” as Dr. Kohler well say^, “ holiness 
which permeates the thoughts and motives of life, and hence it 
is the highest possible principle of ethics.” And since the Penta- 
teuch has chosen to put the Imitation formula in terms of holiness, 
it is therefore quite natural that the Jewish commentators should 
connect Leviticus xix. 2 with Genesis i. 26. The formula of Imita- 
tion is “ Be ye holy, for I am holy ” ; and, “ created in the Image 
of God,” man imitates God by stretching upwards towards the 
Holiness which resides in Him.’ 

vi. 1-4. As to the reproach in vi. 2, it is needless to add any- 
thing to what I have said in Vol. n. pp. 95, 96 of the Commentary. 
S.B. would like to prove that there was much ostentation and pride 
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in the giving of alms among Jewish communities in the age of Jesus. 
Very possibly there was some ; so there has been in every age, 
whether among Jews or Christians. Yet not only the ideal, but 
also the practice, of secret charity was very prevalent among the 
Rabbinic Jews, and the delicacy of practice was, perhaps, higher 
than it would be easy to match elsewhere. On this head the Jews 
have nothing to leam from Jesus, as indeed S.B., by their ample 
quotations, are honest enough to allow. And several stories could 
be added to their quotations, as of the Rabbi who gave alms in 
secret, but burnt his feet, and was rebuked by his wife (Kethuboth 
67 b). It is said that the Egyptians ‘ sinned secretly, and Grod 
made them known publicly.* ‘ If, as regards the Attribute of 
Punishment, which is small, he who acts in secret is made known 
by God publicly, how much more, in regard to the Attribute of 
Groodness, which is great (will God make known deeds of good- 
ness done secretly).’ A very characteristic bit of Rabbinic theo- 
logy and religion. (Sifre 35 a.) In the school (•’m) of R. Yannai the 
word ‘ evil ’ in the sentence of Ecclesiastes — ‘ God will bring every 
deed into judgment whether good or evil ’ — was interpreted to mean 
giving alms to the poor in public Seeiog some one who 

openly gave a coin to a poor man, R. Yannai said, ‘ It were better 
you had given him nothing than that you gave him something, 
and put him to shame ’ (n’^nsOD'i) (Chagigah 5 a). ‘ He who gives 
alms in secret is greater than Moses ’ (Baba Batra 9 b). This is 
said half jestingly, with a half-jesting proof from Proverbs xxi. 14 
and Deut. ix. 19, but it shows how important this virtue was held 
to be. There is a kind of almsgiving which saves from unnatural 
or untimely death. And which is that ? When the recipient does 
not know from whom he gets it, and when the giver does not know 
to whom he gives it. (Baba Batra 10 b.) And this method is said to 
rule out the method of the two Rabbis, one of whom was wont 
(see the story in Kethuboth just alluded to) to help a poor man 
furtively, while the other used to throw money behind him and 
knew not who picked it up. (Baba Batra 10 b and Kethuboth 
67 b.) There was a chamber in the Temple called the chamber of 
the silent (D'KfiS^n r\D^h). Into this chamber sin-fearing people 
placed their gifts secretly, and the poor of good families were secretly 
sustained from these gifts. (Shekalim Mishnah v. 6.) These quota- 
tions are adequate to show that the ideal of secret almsgiving was 
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as much prized by the Rabbis as by Jesus. It may be noted that 
Jesus here, as mostly, looks at the matter only from the point of 
view of the agent. The Rabbis, very properly, thought much also 
of the recipient. 

The story of Abba is so characteristically Rabbinic that though 
only a part of it is here in point, I must not spoil it by not giving it 
in full. ‘ Abba the Bleeder received every day a greeting from the 
heavenly academy while Abbaye received one every Friday, and 
Raba every year on the eve of the Day of Atonement. Abbaye felt 
discouraged on account of the greater distinction of Abba the Bleeder. 
Abbaye was therefore told, “ Thou canst not perform deeds like those 
of Abba the Bleeder ! ” What were the deeds of Abba the Bleeder ? 
When he performed the operation (of bleeding), he had a separate 
place for men and another for women. He had a garment ready in 
which there were numerous slits, and when a woman came, he made 
her put it on, so that he should not have to look upon her bare body. 
Outside of his office he had a place (box) where his fees were to 
deposited. Whoever had money could put it in, but those who had 
none could come in without feeling embarrassed. When he saw a 
person who was in no position to pay, he would offer him some 
money, saying to him : “60, strengthen thyself.” One day Abbaye 
sent a pair of scholars to him to find out the truth about him. When 
they came to his house, he gave them to eat and to drink and laid 
cushions before them to sleep on. The next morning the scholars 
took the cushions with them and brought them to the market-place. 
Abbaye then sent for Abba, and the scholars requested him to 
appraise the value of the cushions. Abba said, they are worth so 
and so much. ‘‘ But, perhaps, they are worth more ? ” the scholars 
inquired. “ This is what I paid for them,” he replied. “ Of what 
did you suspect us ? ” the scholars asked. “ I thought,” he said, 
the gentlemen happened to be in need of money for some charitable 
purpose and were ashamed to tell me.” “ Take them back now,” 
they said. “ No,” he replied, “ from that moment I diverted my 
mind (from them), considering them consecrated to charity ” ’ 
(Taanith 2 ih ad fin. Dr. Malter’s version). (Pp. 157, 158.) 

I do not here quote passages to show the use of * our Father ’ 
or ‘ Father ’ as a synonym for God, or as an invocation of God, in 
Rabbinic literature. The curious can find a considerable number 
quoted or referred to in Moore^s Judaism (n. 203-211). It may be 

I 
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admitted that the fatherly relationship of God to the individual was 
often mediated by the dominating conception of God being Israel’s 
father and Israel being Gted’s son. One must, perhaps, not leave 
unquoted the familiar saying in Aboth by R. Akiba (iii. i8) : ‘ Beloved 
is man in that he was created in the Image {i.e. of God). Still greater 
was the love shown to him in that it was made known to him that 
he was so created. Beloved are the Israelites in that they are called 
sons of Gk)d. Still greater is the love shown to them in that it was 
made known to them that they were so called.’ One or two Rabbis 
argued that Israel’s sonship depends upon Israel’s right-doing. 
‘ R. Judah said, If you behave as sons, you are called sons, but if 
you do not behave as sons, you are not called sons ; but R. Meir 
said, In either case you are called sons,’ proving his case, as usual, by 
various Scriptural quotations. (Kiddushin 36 a.) ‘ Hearken to thy 
Father who is in heaven. He deals with thee as with an only son 
(if thou obeyest him), but, if not, he deals with thee as a slave. 
When thou doest his will, he is thy Father, and thou art his son, 
but if not, against thy will, and opposed to thy consent, he is thine 
owner, and thou art his slave ’ (Pesikta R. 132 b). R. Meir said, 
‘Even if the Israelites are full of blemishes, they are yet called 
sons’ (alluding to the corrupt and difficult passage, Deut. xxxii. 
5, 6, where God is called Israel’s Father, and they are called 
his sons). ‘ Isaiah (i. 4) calls them sons who do corruptly. 
If they are sons when they do corruptly, when they do not act 
corruptly, how much more are they sons ! ’ (Sifre 133 a fin. and 
137 a). ‘R. Meir said. Beloved are Israel, for whether they do 

God’s will or no, they are called his sons ’ (Midrash Tannaim, 
p. 71. Here the opposition between sons and slaves is not felt. 
Both the angels and Israel, it is said, are called God’s slaves and 
God’s sons). As God is Israel’s father, so is he the father of 
every collection of Israelites, and of every individual Israelite. God 
is father, not as the creator of man, but because he has freely chosen 
Israel to be His son, and Israel has accepted God as his father. The 
intensely intimate and close relation of God to Israel extends to his 
relationship with every individual Israelite. Nevertheless, there 
was nothing in the language or in the terminology used by Jesus 
which would have seemed novel to any Rabbinic Jew. 

Windisch has some good and fair remarks about the motive of 
reward (Lohrmoiio) which Jesus here employs. (Pp. 16, 17.) 
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5-8. Anyone who has read Abrahams’ essays on ‘ Some Rab- 
binic Ideas on Prayer ’ and on ‘ The Lord’s Prayer ’ in Studies n, 
pp. 72-108 will have to confess that the Rabbis have not much to 
learn upon this subject from the Sermon on the Mount. That there 
were ‘ hypocrites ’ in the age of Jesus is very likely, and the need 
of the warning conveyed in 5, 6 was, most probably, real enough. 
But as Abrahams says : ‘ The real point of the Grospel reprobation 
is not against Pharisaic prayer, but against ostentatious prayer, and 
ostentation is neither a vice from which Pharisees were free, nor a 
vice of which they had a monopoly. As Dr. Oman truly says : 
‘‘ Most of what he (Jesus) says to the Scribes and Pharisees applies 
to the dangers of outward organized religion at all times.” Or to 
quote that older Christian writer, Chrysostom, to whom one rarely 
turns without profit, ‘‘ Here it is well to sigh aloud and to wail 
bitterly : for not only do we imitate the hypocrites, but we have 
even surpassed them.” Pharisaism, because of its theory of Law, 
was more liable to the fault than less legalistic systems. But in 
the ultimate diagnosis the fault is not Pharisaic, it is a fault of 
human nature, which needs stem rebuke by the homilists of every 
age. Unfortunately insincerity is a hydra which to-day’s denuncia- 
tion cannot scotch for to-morrow ’ (p. 103). On the other hand, 
his brief caution is also well worthy of remembrance. ‘ Some things 
which, observed by an outside critic, seem ostentatious, take another 
aspect when e2q)erienced by a devotee from within.’ The disciples 
themselves watch Jesus praying ‘ in a certain place.’ Did he desire 
to be observed ? (Luke xi. i.) It does not follow because certain 
Rabbis loved to pray long in synagogue that they did it to be noticed. 

The bidding of Jesus in 6 seems to imply a certain bias agaiust 
public prayer or agaiost praying in synagogue. Yet it is not likely 
that Jesus had any objection to all public prayer. We know that 
he did visit and use the synagogues. Perhaps he meant that private 
prayer should always he in private. The Rabbis would not have 
gone so far as that. The matter is complicated by the statutory 
prayers which the pious Jew was supposed to say twice or, later, 
thrice a day. As he had to say these prayers within or before certain 
fixed times, he had to say them wherever he might happen to be (with 
certain exceptions). Jesus, again, is not alluding to these statutory 
prayers : he is alluding, so it would seem, to certain special extra 
petitions, praises, communings, which an individual may feel inclined. 
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or desirous, to put before (Jod, incidentally and spontaneously, quite 
apart from, and over and above, the statutory prayers. Such 
prayers are to be a secret between man and God, and the less man 
is seen uttering them the better. That Jesus is specially thinking 
of petitions seems likely from verse 8. It would not be accurate 
to suppose that the Rabbis placed any bar upon private devotions 
being said elsewhere than in a synagogue. Nor are we, I imagine, 
to infer that Jesus means to order his disciples to pray only indoors, 
in their own rooms. The verse in Matthew is oddly reminiscent of 
Isaiah xxvi. 20 {etGeXBe els ra rafieZd aov, airoKXeiGov rrjv dvpav 
aov) and 2 Kings iv. 33 (/cat elaijXOev ^EAtaate els rov oIkov /cat 
aTTeKXeiaev rrjv dvpav Kara t(vv Svo eavrcov, /cat irpoaev^aro irpos 
Kvpiov), Jesus did not mean more than a warning against ostenta- 
tion and publicity. He did not want to limit private prayer to the 
house. His own practice, so often alluded to in the Gospels, would 
make such a limitation inconceivable. Nor did the Rabbis desire 
to suggest that prayer should be limited to the synagogue, though 
doubtless there was a feeling that the synagogue was the most 
appropriate and fitting place. I suppose that the synagogues of 
old were like Roman Catholic churches — always open for private 
devotion and prayer. S.B. quote a passage from Berachoth (6 a) : 
‘ There is a teaching : Abba Benjamin said : A man’s prayer is only 
heard [by Gk)d] when offered in a synagogue.’ But this passage 
must undoubtedly be considered as a paradox or whimsical exaggera- 
tion. Dr. Cohen observes (p. 28) : ‘ The prayer referred to here is 
not private devotion, but the statutory service which is congrega- 
tional in character.’ The Rabbis seem to like the idea that a certain 
particular spot should be associated with prayer, as if this associa- 
tion of place with prayer helped a man to fed prayerful. ‘ R. Huna 
said. Whoever fixes a place for his prayer, has the God of Abraham 
for his help. R. Yochanan said. Whoever fixes a place for his prayer, 
his enemies fall beneath him ’ (Berachoth 6 b, 7 b). And the Rabbis 
laid immense stress upon public or communal worship, upon prajdng 
with the community, upon not separating oneself from the com- 
munity or congregation, but of always joining with them in prayer. 
Qod is supposed to love to see his children prajnng together. Israel 
at study in the Beth ha-Midrash^ Israel at prayer in the synagogues, 
fills him with joy. But the number of stories about prayer said on 
the public way, or in the market-place, or in other localities, and the 
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rules respecting the recitation or non-recitation of the statutory 
prayers at certain particular spots, show that prayer was constantly 
said outside the synagogue. Some of these stories and rules are given 
in S.B. pp. 399 and 401. The pretty passage from Midrash Psalms 
iv. 9, 23 b, and Pesikta 158 b, is also given. ‘ God sayTS to Israel, 
Pray in the synagogue of your city ; if you cannot, pray in the field ; 
if you cannot, pray in your house ; if you cannot, pray on your bed ; 
if you cannot, commune with your own heart upon your bed and be 
still.’ In the Jerusalem Talmud R. Yochanan’s remark is given in 
the form that man should have a place which is exclusively kept for 
prayer in^D). (So, too, he is to have his own special place 

in the synagogue.) (Jer. Berachoth iv. § 4, 8 b.) Nevertheless, R. 
Yochanan said that the man who prays in his house surrounds it with 
a wall of iron. There is no contradiction. In the one case he is 
alluding to private prayer, in the other to public prayer (with the 
congregation) (v. § i, 8 d). Thus though he who prays in the syna- 
gogue is as one who offers a pure sacrifice, and though in explanation 
of the bidding ‘ seek God where he may be found,’ it is said that 
God is to be found in the synagogue and houses of study, we may 
be sure that the Rabbis held that God was also to be found in the 
fields or in a house. For workmen a good many convenient con- 
cessions were made to enable them to say the statutory prayers at 
the fixed time. The recitation of the Shema was apparently allowed 
somewhat greater freedom than the recitation of the statutory 
Amiddh prayer. Thus in the Mishnah the rule is laid down : ‘ Work- 
men may say the Shema on the top of a tree or on the top of scaffold- 
ing, but they may not do so as regards the Tefillah ’ (Mishnah 
Berachoth iv. 4). The Gemara adds : ‘ Workmen may say the 
Tefillah on the top of an olive tree or fig tree ; but with all other 
trees they must descend to the ground.’ (The fig and olive are easy 
trees, with many branches ; hence the workmen are not afraid of 
tumbling down, and can pay attention to what they are sajdng.) 
‘ The employer must come down to the ground from every tree, 
because his mind is not settled.’ (His time is his own ; therefore with 
him the Law is stricter.) (Berachoth 16 a. See Dr. Cohen’s trans- 
lation.) In the Jerusalem Talmud (Berachoth, ii. 5, 5 a) the reason 
of the exception in the case of the fig and the olive trees is said to 
be that it is so fatiguing to get down from these trees. In Tosefta 
Berachoth ii. § 7 (p. 4 inil,) it says : A load carrier, even when the 
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burden is on liis shoulders, may recite the Shema. But while he is 
either putting on or taking off the load, he may not recite it, because 
he cannot direct his heart {i.e. properly fix his attention upon the 
prayer) (piDD nS The Amidah he may not say (literally he 

may not pray) ‘ until he has taken off his load,’ The words ‘ because 
his heart cannot be rightly attuned ’ ]'’Kty) show that the 

fundamental prerequisite of prayer was never lost sight of. ‘ To 
serve Grod with all your heart. What is a service in the heart ? 
That is prayer ’ (Sifre 8o a). (Moore gives an excellent account of 
Rabbinic views about Prayer, n. pp. 212-235.) 

The attack on h3q)ocrites and the association of hypocrisy with 
the Pharisees and the Rabbis are familiar notes in the Gospels. 
The Rabbis denounce hypocrisy no less hotly than Jesus. Their 
word for it is Chanufa. The root is found in the O.T. in many 
places : the A.V. translates it by hypocrisy and hypocrites, but it 
would seem that in the O.T. it means ‘ impiety,’ ‘ wickedness.’ In 
Rabbinic Hebrew it includes both flattery and hypocrisy. Both are 
deviations from truth. ‘ R. Elazar said, A man in whom is hypo- 
crisy brings wrath upon the world, and his prayer is not heard. 
He also said, A man in whom is hypocrisy the children in their 
mother’s womb curse. He also said. The hypocrites fall into 
Gehinnom ’ (Sotah 41 b). He also said, ‘A congregation in which is 
hypocrisy is loathsome.’ (In oriental phrase it is HDIKD.) ‘A 
congregation in which is hypocrisy will go into captivity.’ R. 
Jeremiah said, ‘ Four classes of men do not receive the face of the 
Shechinah : the mockers, the hypocrites, the liars, and the slanderers.’ 
(Sotah 42 b.) ‘ The hypocrites are supposed to know Bible and 
Midrash, but they do not : they are covered with their praying 
shawls and wear the tefiUin. God says of them, I must punish 
them, for it is said. Cursed be he who does the work of the Lord 
deceitfully ’ (Ecclesiastes R. on iv. i ; Kittel, p. 102, and Moore ii. 
pp. 191, 192). Commenting on Lev. xxvi. 3, ‘ To do them,’ it is said, 
‘ One learns to do ; one does not learn not to do : he who does not learn 
to do, it were better for him that he had not been bom ’ (Sifra no c 
ad fin. on Lev. xxvi. 3 ; cp. Lev. R., '•nipna, xxxv. 7 on xxvi. 3, and 
Kittel, p. 103). Familiar is the saying, ‘ A disciple of the wise {i.e. 
a man of learning) whose inside is not as his outside is no disciple 
of the wise : he is an abomination ’ (Yoma 72 b ; cp. Berachoth 28 a ; 
Moore n. 191 ; Ejttel, p. 103). Hypocrites must be exposed, because 



VI. S-S MATTHEW II9 

of the desecration of the Name (which hypocrisy causes). (Yoma 
86 b.) There were Rabbinical decrees as to certain things which 
ought not to be done in public, lest it would seem as if a command 
was being violated, though it really was not. Some Rabbis went 
further, and said that everything which the Rabbis had forbidden 
for the sake of appearances n'’K")D 'j£D) must not be done 

even in the strictest privacy. (Bezah 9a; cp. Ziegler, ii. p. 287.) 
Battel (p. 102), naturally anxious to prove that such attacks as those 
in Matt. vi. are historically accurate, quotes from Esther R. i. 3, 
where it says that of ten portions of hjrpocrisy in the world, nine 
were in Jerusalem. How far such enumerations are deserving of 
much credence is doubtful. Still they may be said to show a 
popular view. 

7. Dr. Abrahams has noted that though Jesus ascribes length of 
prayer to the heathen and not to the Rabbis, yet many theologians 
want to make this too a Rabbinic vice. (P. 102.) It was certainly 
not a fault of the public prayer in the age of Jesus, nor of such 
private prayers as have been preserved for us in the Talmudic 
literature. The well-known sayings of R. Eliezer who saw the 
destruction of the Temple are given honestly enough by S.B., as 
they are given by Abrahams and by every Jewish apologist. But 
familiar as they are, they must not be omitted here, because they 
show that the root idea of Matt. vi. 7 was also not unfamiliar to the 
Rabbis, who, however, looked at the matter in a somewhat larger 
way. Long prayers, like short prayers, have their justification. 
On Exodus xiv. 15 R. Eliezer said, God said to Moses, My children 
are in danger, the enemy is at their heels, and you stand and keep 
on praying (nb’sns n^ic). God said to Moses there is a time to 
prolong [prayer], and there is a time to cut it short. Thus, ‘ 0 
God heal her ’ (Numbers xii. 13) is an example of shortness ; and 
‘ I worshipped before the Lord forty days and forty nights ’ (Deut. 
ix. 18) is an example of length. (Mechilta 29 a.) In a subsequent 
passage on Exodus xv. 25 (45 b) it says : ‘ Hence we can gather 
that the prayer of the righteous is easily accepted ; also that the 
prayer of the righteous is short. It happened that a disciple in the 
presence of R. Eliezer made his benedictions short (vniD"iM "lyp). 
The disciples said. Have you noticed X, how he shortened his 
benedictions, and they mocked him and said, That is a disciple who 
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shortens. B. Eliezer said, He did not shorten more than Moses, 
who said, '' God, heal her ! ’’ Another disciple lengthened his 
benedictions. When the disciples said, Do you notice how Y 
lengthens ? B. Eliezer said, He does not lengthen more than Moses, 
citing again the words in Deut. ix. i8. For there is a time to shorten 
and a time to lengthen.’ In the Sifre B. Eliezer makes these rejoinders 
to disciples who ask him, What is the shortest or longest prayer a 
man should pray ? (28 b). Of B. Akiba we are told that when he 
prayed with the congregation, he was short; ‘when he prayed by 
himself, you could leave him on one side of the room and find him 
on the other because of his genuflexions and prostrations.’ (Tosefta 
Berachoth iii. § 7, p. 6.) The story about B. Chanina is pleasing. 
‘ A certain man went down to the Ark (to act as Precentor) in the 
presence of B. Chanina^ He said (Cohen’s translation of Berachoth 
33 b, p. 226) ; “ 0 God, the great, the mighty, the revered, the 
glorious, the powerful, the feared, the strong, the courageous, the 
certain, the honoured.” B. Chanina waited until he had finished. 
When he had finished, he said to him, Hast thou exhausted all the 
praises of thy Lord ? What is the use of all those adjectives ? 
The three which we do say (great, mighty, and revered), if Moses 
had not used them in the Torah, and if the men of the Great 
Assembly had not come and instituted them in the TefiUah (Prayer), 
we should not have been able to say ; and thou goest on saymg all 
those ! A parable : It may be likened to a human king who 
possessed a million gold denarii, and people kept praising him as the 
possessor of a million denarii of silver ; is it not an insult to him ? ’ 
‘ It is forbidden to lengthen out ("ifiD^, which Bashi glosses with 
HDna my'^pa) the praise of the Holy One.’ (It says in the Psalms ; 
‘ Who can recite the mighty deeds of the Lord, who can proclaim 
his praise ? ’ (cvi. 2). Therefore only he who can may lengthen out 
and tell all his praise : but nobody can !) ‘ B. Yochanan said. He 
who enumerates (nfiDcn) the praise of the Holy One more than is 
adequate ('•kid inv) will be extirpated from the world.’ And most 
ingeniously another Babbi quoted the first three words of Psalm Ixv. . 
rendering them, ‘ For thee silence is praise’ (nf?nn ^h). (Megillah 

18 a.) ‘ Bab Huna stated that Bab said in the name of B. Meir : A 
man’s words should always be few before the Holy One, as it is said in 
Eccles. V. I, etc.’ (do. 61 a). The practice of different Babbis varied 
as regards short prayers and long, and the utterances of the same 
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Babbi aie, on the surface, not always consistent. And the claims 
and powers of prayer were sometimes contrasted with the claims 
and powers of the study of the Law. Thus length of prayer is some- 
times said to be good and to obtain favour from God. In a long and 
odd passage in Jer. Berachoth iv., 7 b cdfin, (given by S.B.), R. Levi 
is credited with the saying that whoever is long in prayer is heard, 
or whoever increases his prayer is heard (njyi nS'fina n^nDn h 2 ). 
Elsewhere R. Levi appeared to give a contrary view. The 
solution suggested is, In the one case he referred to public 
prayer, in the other to the individual, but apparently in this passage 
the long prayer is held to be beneficial and good as regards public 
prayer, the short as regards the prayer of the individual. The same 
praise of long prayer is ascribed immediately after to R. Meir 
(based on i Sam. i. 12. Hannah prayed long and was ' heard ’). 
Again (Berachoth 32 b), R. Chanina said, Whoever prolongs his prayer, 
his prayer will not return empty. (Cp. Berachoth 54 b fin,) To this 
it is objected that R. Yochanan said that he who prolongs his prayer 
and calculates on it (n 3 will end in pain of heart. The solution 
of the difficulty is that it is only the long prayer ‘ with calculation * 
which ends in pain and disappointment. (As to this ' calculation ’ 
[or lyyun] see Abrahams, pp. 78, 79, with the many interesting and 
delicate Rabbinic passages there quoted and referred to. I should like 
to quote them here too, but they are not strictly in point as regards 
length of prayer. Cp. also Moore, n. 235.) Raba noticed how R. 
Hamnuna prolonged his prayer. He said. Men neglect the eternal 
life and occupy themselves with the fife of the hour. (He meant, 
More time for study of the Law, less time for prayer, which is a peti- 
tion formatters connected with temporal things — alow view of prayer, 
apparently.) R. Hamnuna thought that there is a time for both, each 
for itself (nin^). Once when R. Jeremiah and R. Zera were studjdng, 
and were late for their prayer, R. Jeremiah hurried. R. Zera quoted 
about him Prov. xxviii. 9, ^ He that turns away his ear from hearing 
the Law, even his prayer is an abomination ’ (Sabbath 10 a). One 
or two other passages conunending lengthy prayers or continuance 
in prayer are cited by S.B. Thus : Yoma 29 a : ‘ Whenever the 
righteous make their prayer long, their prayer is heard.’ Such 
sentences must be compared with Paul’s * Pray without ceasing,’ 
or still more with Jesus himself when he ‘ spoke a parable unto them 
to show that they ought to pray continually (ndvroT€), and not to 
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lose heart (eytcaKewy So it was with R. Yochanan who said, 
‘ Would that a man could pray all day ’ (Berachoth 21 a). The saying 
of Jesus in Luke can be reconciled with the saying in Matthew, 
and even so the utterances of the Rabbis about long prayers or 
prolongation of prayer are not really inconsistent with their 
appreciation of short prayers. The differences between individual 
Rabbis, and even between the practice of Palestinian and Babylonian 
Rabbis, is alluded to in the quaint story of R. Chiya and R. Kahana. 
These two Rabbis meet and say their prayers. R. Chiya (of 
Palestine) finishes first, and sits down to wait till the other has 
finished, so as not to pass R. Kahana while he was pra}dng. R. 
Kahana prolongs his prayer, and when he has done, R. Chiya says 
to him, Is it the custom with you thus to trouble your Rabbis ? 

jnyvD pn« P^n) (Jer. Rosh ha-Shanah ii. 6, 

58 b). (The reply of R. Kahana would take us too far afield. It 
is, however, curious, and tends to make one believe that these old 
Rabbis lived in an ethical and religious world and atmosphere 
which, in its strength and weakness, in its beauty and delicacy, as 
well as in its occasional harshness and folly, it is almost impossible 
to reproduce or even accurately to appraise.) 

In spite of their own material to the contrary, and in spite of 
the fact that Jesus makes no charge of TroXvXoyia against the Rabbis, 
S.B., like other Christian commentators, try to make the accusa- 
tion apply to them also. But it can hardly be said that the attempt 
is successful. So far as the liturgy for the age of Jesus is concerned, 
the evidence points the other way. So far as the practice of the 
Rabbis was concerned, both in public prayer (where, in the age of 
Jesus, much interpolation, variety, and freedom were allowed) 
and in private prayers, we have seen that S.B.’s own quotations 
do not amount to more than this, that some Rabbis believed in 
the value of long or prolonged prayers or prayer either for the 
individual or the congregation, though not necessarily or usually 
for both. The only other evidence which S.B. bring forward is 
the old prayer ‘ True and firm ’ nD«). (Prayer Book, p. 42.) 

This prayer, which is very ancient, opens with an accumulation 
of sixteen adjectives. But there is good evidence that, in the age 
of Jesus, it opened with not more, or perhaps even with less, than 
six. (The Christian theologians who are so down upon Jewish 
apologists when they quote nice Rabbinic passages which are 
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later than J esus, cannot have it both ways. If there is to be d/f/wjScta 
on the one side, there must be dicptjScta on the other !) Moreover, 
the prayer in itself is by no means long. (Cp. Abrahams’ Annota- 
tions to Prayer Book, p. Iv ; Elbogen, Gottesdienst, pp. 22, 26, 514 ; 
and especially J.Q,R. x. 656.) Then the eight verbs in the second 
section of the Kaddish are mentioned. Here we do find eight 
verbs one after the other. ‘ Blessed, praised and glorified, exalted, 
extolled and honoured, magnified and lauded, be the name of the 
Holy One,’ etc. The date of the prayer is uncertain ; uncertain 
whether it existed so early as a.d. 30, and imcertain, too, if it then 
existed, whether it existed in its present form. Still, as regards 
Eabbinic prayers in general, we may notice a certain evil tendency 
to needless amplification, to a loss of simplicity, to a piling up of 
verbs and adjectives. To that extent S.B.’s charge of rroXvXoyia 
for the Eabbinic period as a whole may be justified. De Sola Pool 
observes : ‘ The tendency towards piling up synonyms of praise 
existed ’ comparatively early. He then gives some examples, and 
continues, ‘ to say nothing of Biblical examples,’ such as Daniel iv. 
34 or I Chron. xxix. ii. ‘ The very maxim of E. Meir, Few should 
be the words man utters to God, of E. Yochanan, He who gives 
God immoderate praise destroys himself, and other similar sayings, 
must be understood as showing that the opposite tendency was 
prevalent, and against it they warn ’ (The old Jewish Aramaic 
Prayer, the Kaddish, by David de Sola Pool, 1909, p. 56). And 
I suppose this is about the truth of it. Mr. Loewe writes : ‘ “ Snow- 
ball ” or cumulative prayers are characteristic of non-statutory 
portions of the liturgy, e.g. Selichoth (penitential prayers) and 
Piyyutim (hymns). They were the product usually of the pre- 
centor, and were artificial, to give him an opportunity of singing. 
They were alphabetical, because they were composed before print- 
ing was invented or common, and therefore arranged so as to assist 
the memory, when printed books were rare. (But this device was 
also employed for more “ serious ” prayers and formulas, e,g. the 
confession of sin, for similar reasons.) The stock examples are 
neither beautiful nor old. Most have been omitted in the modem 
orthodox prayer books. A few of the better ones remain; cp. 
Davis and Adler’s Atonement Volume (n.), pp. 68 foil. Their merit 
is simplicity, and they are retained for the sake of children. For 
parallels in the Eoman Catholic liturgy, op. the litany of the Virgin 



124 BABBINIC LITEKATURE AND GOSPEL TEACHINGS 


in the Benediction Service, which closely resembles some of the 
cumulative prayers in structure/ Finally, I hardly think that the 
praise given in a few well-known Talmudic passages to the pious 
men who continued long at their prayer has much relevancy with 
the subject under discussion. What Jesus, I imagine, objects to, 
is not the length of time devoted to communion with God, but the 
idea either that God needs elaborate explanation as to the exact 
needs of his children, or that long prayers are more likely to extract 
and extort a favourable reply — a granting of petitions — ^than short 
prayers. But the passages about the pious men of old have nothing 
to do with such volubility in petition. Mishnah Berachoth v. i 
states : * One must not stand up to say the Tefillah except in a 
serious state of mind ’ (Dr. Cohen, p. 202, 

by this translation assumes that means merely to say 

the statutory prayers in the synagogue. It may, however, have a 
more general meaning, and be rightly translated, as by Goldschmidt, 
simply * to pray.’ The German scholar renders the Hebrew 
"jinD ‘ with bowed head.’) ‘ The pious men of old used to 
wait an hour and then say the TefiUah (or “ then pray ”) in order 
to direct their heart (D 3 ^ nD) to their Father in heaven.’ 

The Gemara observes (omitting all the Biblical references and 
proofs) : Joshua b. Levi said, A man should wait an hour after 

his prayer. And there is a teaching : A man should wait an hour 
before and an hour after his prayer. The Rabbis have taught : 
The pious men of old used to wait an hour, pray for an hour, and 
wait again an hour.’ But if (the question is asked) they thus spent 
nine hours in prayer (since one has to pray three times a day), 
how was their study of the Law kept up (n*iDnt 5 ^D), and how was 
their work [the work by which they got their livelihood] achieved ? 
The reply is: Since they were pious, their study was preserved 
(niDntJ^D), and their work was blessed. (Berachoth 32 b.) The 
parallel passage in Jer. Berachoth iv. § i, 8 d, is closely similar. It 
says, however, more plainly, ‘ When did they occupy themselves 
with the study of the Law and when with their work ? ’ R. Isaac 
b. Eliezer said, Because they were pious, a blessing was given to 
their study and to their work. Such passages as these need not 
be taken into account in relation to Matt. vi. 7. The pious men 
of old would not have been censured by Jesus jfor their long com- 
munion with God. 
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About Kawwanahy that fine and purely Rabbinic conception, 
in its relation to prayer and generally, something will be said 
further on. 

8. ‘ Your Father knows your needs before you ask him.* 
..Oddly enough this verse is overlooked by S.B. I cannot recall 
reading any exact Rabbinic parallel, but one of the short prayers 
suggested as suitable to be said in a place of danger, more especi- 
ally in the form in which it is given in the Palestinian Talmud, 
seems to contain something of the same idea. ‘ The needs of thy 
people Israel are many, but their knowledge is small. May it be 
thy will, 0 Lord our God and the God of our fathers, to give to 
every person (creature) his need and to every body (n'’i:i) what 
may be lacking to it. Blessed be the Lord who hast heard 
the voice of my supplications. Blessed are thou, 0 Lord, who 
hearkenest to prayer ’ (Jer. Berachoth iv. § 4, 8 b. In Berachoth 
29 a the prayer is exclusively directed to each person’s bodily 
wants and his maintenance : in the other version the ‘ needs * 
(□’’Diy) may be more generally interpreted as equivalent to 
Matthew’s (Lv xp^icLv 

9. As to the wording of the Lord’s Prayer, a few parallels in 

language or idea may be added here. ‘ Father in heaven.’ I may 
mention a few of the passages which are enumerated by Moore ii. 
pp. 201-211. ‘ If a man fulfils the Law, and does the will of his 
Father in heaven, he is like the creatures of the Above (i.c. the 
angels) ; if not, then he is like the creatures of the Below ’ (Sifre 
132 It says in Proverbs xxiii. 15, ‘ My son, if thine heart be 

wise, my heart shall rejoice, even mine’ (•>:« d;). R. Simeon b. 
Yochai said, ‘ Not only his earthly father rejoices, but also his 
Father who is in heaven, for by the words Gam ani we must under- 
stand to be included his Father who is in heaven ’ (Sifre 84 b). 
The phrase is also used in a famous passage in the Mishnah Rosh 
ha-Shanah iii. 8 about the uplifted hands of Moses securing victory 
to the Israelites (Exodus xvii. ii), and about the serpent in Numbers 
xxi. 8, quoted on p. 204. So too : ‘ In evil days whom have we to 
lean upon ? Upon our Father who is in heaven ’ (Sotah ix. 15). 
Some other passages quoted by Moore are cited by me in other 
connections. ‘ Our Father ’ in the Jewish liturgy is frequent, and 
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more especially when joined with King in the phrase ‘ Our Father 
and King.’ So in the old Amidah prayers for repentance and 
forgiveness (Authorized Prayer Book^ p. 46) : in the old prayer 
beginning ‘ With abounding love ’ (p. 39). So, again, pp. 53, 58, 
and 69, and in the long series of invocations, each one beginning 
with ‘ Our Father and King,’ on p. 55, concerning which see the 
article on Ahinu Malkenu in the Jefwish Encyclopedia, i. p. 65. 
There are a large number of other instances of the use of ‘ Father 
in heaven’ given by Marmorstein, The old Rabbinic Doctrine of 
God (1927, Vol. I. pp. 56--61), over and above those adduced by 
Moore. The term is frequent from R. Yochanan b. Zakkai onwards, 
who said, ‘ The stones of the altar are peacemakers between Israel 
and their Father in heaven ’ (Mechilta 74 a). Akiba seems to have 
liked the phrase. ‘Happy are ye Israelites. Who purifies you? 
Your Father in heaven.’ Moses was ‘ worthy to become an inter- 
mediary between Israel and their Father in heaven ’ (Yoma 

Mishnah viii. 9, 85 b and Sifra 112 cfin,). (Cp, also the discussion, and 
the passages quoted, in Biichler, Studies in Sin and Atonement, pp. 
77-81.) I may also quote Abrahams’ Companion to the Daily Prayer 
Book (1922) : ‘ Our Father who art in heaven is not a common liturgi- 
cal phrase when used vocatively. This (i.e. p. 9) is the only case 
in which it is found in the P.B., though in the Sephardic rite there 
is for the Penitential days a long litany, every line of which begins 
Our Father who art in heaven. But the idea is common. Gf. P.B. 
pages 69, 70 four times and page 76 (second line). May it be the will 
of our Father who is in heaven. ... In the Mishnah (Rosh ha- 
Shanah ui. 8) occurs “ when Israel looked on high and submitted 
their heart to their Father who is in heaven they were healed ” 
(with reference to Numbers xxi. 8). The phrase occurs fairly fre- 
quently in the Talmud (e.g. Menachoth no a init.). So too in the 
Ethics of the Fathers (Mishnah, Aboth, v. 23, P.B. page 203) ; “ Be 
strong as a leopard, light as an eagle, fleet as a hart, and strong as 
a lion to do the will of thy Father who is in Heaven.'' The vocative 
use of “ Our Father who art in heaven ” becomes frequent in the 
poetical additions to the liturgy in the middle ages ’ (p. xxiii). 
Mr. Loewe writes : ‘ It is, perhaps, noteworthy that Maran 
di’-bi-shemaya, “ our Lord, who art in heaven,” is not uncommon : 
it occurs in Aramaic prayers which are old ; cp. Singer, 
p. 152, line 2 and end of next paragraph. [N.R. — ^Read pp, not 
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and translate “ our Lord ” in each case.] (For pD cp, 1 Cor. 
xvi. 22, S.B. in loc,) Notice two old Sdichah prayers (non-statutory 
penitential prayers), also in Aramaic, and common both to the 
Ashkenazic and Sephardic rites (with variants) ; “ Our Lord, who 
art in heaven, thee do we supplicate as a slave supplicates his lord, 
give us a heart for penitence, that we turn not empty-handed from 
before Thee.*’ The Ashkenazic rite has : “ Our Lord, who art in 
heaven, Thee do we supplicate, as a slave supplicates his lord ; 
oppressed are we and dwelling in darkness ; bitter are our souls 
by reason of troubles that are many ; strength is not with us to 
appease Thee, our Lord ; do it (i.e. save us) for the sake of the 
covenant which Thou didst make with our fathers.” The second 
verse of the Sephardic version runs : Our Lord, who art in 
heaven, Thee do we supplicate, as a captive supplicates his lord. 
Captives are redeemed with silver, but Thy people Israel with 
prayers and supplications. 0 lift up Thy right hand, and cause 
thy redemption to spring forth [cp. Kaddish], 0 Thou, the hope 
of the living and the dead ! ” (Gaster, Book of Prayer^ New Year 
Volume, p. 19). The Ashkenazic version runs : “ Our Lord, 
who art in heaven. Thee do we supplicate, as a captive supplicates 
his lord : captives are redeemed with silver, but Thy people 
Israel with mercy and supplications. Grant us our request and 
petition, that we turn not away empty-handed from Thee.” * 
Jesus may have used the briefer ‘ Father ’ (cp. Luke xi. 9). But 
Abba (Mark xiv. 36) should probably be rendered ‘ my Father * 
(Dalman, Worte Jesu, 1. 157 ; S.B. on Mark xiv. 36). ‘ My Father * 
is also used by the Rabbis, but not frequently. Sifra on Lev. xx. 
26 : * R. Elazar b. Azariah said, One must not say, I have no wish 
to eat pig’s flesh, I have no wish to wear a garment of mixed stuff, 
I have no wish to commit unchastity (nnj;n ^j; H^ 2 h ) ; one 
must say, I do wish these things, but what am I to do ? My Father 
in heaven has so decreed ’ (93 d). [The passage, it may be noted 
incidentally, is curious and interesting. It has an obvious polemical 
tendency and is intentionally paradoxical. The Rabbis can hardly 
have meant it seriously that to desire to be unchaste, but to refrain 
from unchastity because of the divine command, is a higher moral 
condition than not even to desire to do evil. Aristotle would turn 
in his grave at such an idea. The saying is probably a deliberate 
defence of the legalistic position. So far from ‘ thou shalt not * 
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being a lower stage of religion, consciously to refrain from sin 
because of the commands of Gbd is tbe bJgliest stage : deliber- 
ate and conscious obedience to God’s will is the highest to 
which man can attain.] R. Nathan said on Exodus xx. 6, 
‘ They who love me, etc., are the Israelites who gave their 
lives for the commandments. Why wast thou brought out to be 
killed ? Because I circumcized some Israelites. And why wast 
thou brought forth to be burnt ? Because I read the Law. And 
why wast thou brought out to be crucified ? Because I ate un- 
leavened bread. And why wast thou scourged ? Because I carried 
the lulab on Tabernacles. These wounds have caused me to be 
loved by my Father who is in heaven ’ (Mechilta 68 b). ‘ R. Zadok 
entered into the ruined Temple. He said. My Father in heaven, 
thou hast destroyed thy city, and burnt thy temple, and remainest 
calm and at peace. Then R. Zadok slept. Then he saw God mourn- 
ing, and the angels of the service mourned behind him. He said, 
Have trust, 0 Jerusalem ’ (Tana Eliyahu, Seder Rabba, chapter 
xxviii. p. 149). In a long prayer beginning at the foot of p. III of 
the Tana Eliyahu, Seder Rabba (chapter xix.), the phrase ‘my 
Father who is in heaven ’ occurs five times in rapid succession. 
Again, ‘R. Gamaliel was on a ship in a storm. The disciples said. 
Master, pray for us. He said. Our God, have pity upon us ! His 
disciples said that he was worthy to use the singular pronoun, so he 
said. My Grod, have pity upon us.’ (The source is given by Bacher, 
Agada der Tannaiten, i. p. 94, n. 2, ed. 2.) S.B. say that it is not by 
accident that the phrase T my Father ’ is comparatively rare, whereas 
‘ our Father ’ is common. There was a fear that to say ‘ my Father ’ 
might seem, or become, familiar : it might be considered an infringe- 
ment of the right reverence for God. In i. p. 410, S.B. speak of 
superstitious motives, but this is, I think, unfair. If it was said 
by Abaye in the fourth century, ‘ Always let a man unite himself 
with the community in his prayers ’ (Berachoth 29 b), this was not 
due to superstition ; nor, I think, is Rashi right in sa}rmg that the 
reason was because the man’s prayer would more likely be granted. 
The reason was rather the dominant impulse that every Israelite 
should join with, and not separate himself from, the community. 
His prayers should, so far as possible, be prayers for what 
others could and would and did desire as well as himself. 

I cannot refrain from adding here the pretty story of Chanin 
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ha-Nechba. ‘ He was the son of the daughter of Honi the circle- 
drawer. When the world needed rain, the Rabbis would send 
school children to him, who would pull him by the corners of his 
garments and say to him : “ Father, Father ! Give us rain ! ” 
Said Chanin : “ Master of the world ! Do it for the sake of these, 
who do not distinguish between the Father who gives rain and a 
father who does not give rain.” And rain came ’ (Taanith 23 b ; 
Dr. Malter’s translation, p. 175). 

Perhaps it may be desirable that I should refer here to the Rev. 
A. Lukyn Williams’ interesting article on ‘ “ My Father ” in Jewish 
Thought of the First Century ’ in the J. T. S. of October 1929, pp. 
42-47. Mr. Williams gives a very good summary of the facts, and 
shows that the phrase ‘ my Father ’ occurs in the Rabbinic litera- 
ture seldom, whereas in Luke, and more especially in Matthew, it 
is recorded that Jesus used it very often. On the assumption that 
the records are accurate, and that Jesus really did frequently speak 
of God as ‘ my Father ’ (as well as ‘ Father ’), Mr. Williams holds 
that this usage means that Jesus had a consciousness of a more than 
merely human relation with God, ‘ reaching up to such connection 
with the divine as had, in fact, existed before He came into the 
world.’ I can see no adequate evidence for this opinion. If. R. 
Nathan or R. Zadok or Rabbi Elazar could say ‘ my Father,* 
without any idea in their minds that they were semi-divine beings, 
why should not Jesus ? Is it not enough to assume that he felt God 
to be his divine Father with peculiar and passionate intensity ? I do 
not think that he separated himself from other men. For them, 
too, God was Father, and as Father they too were able to conceive 
him. 

9. ‘ Hallowed (or sanctified) be thy name.’ The Kaddish 
prayer begins in much the same way. ‘ Magnified and sanctified 
be his great name.’ The meaning of the petition — for it is a petition 
— is the same to the Rabbis and to Jesus. By establishing his 
Kingship God will cause the complete sanctification of his name. 
He alone can and will bring the complete Kingship about at the 
end of the ordinary world era. Yet, even in this era, the Israelite 
by his sins or his virtues can increase or diminish God’s sanctifica- 
tion. God’s full sanctification and his full kingship will require < 
that all men shall acknowledge his Unity and his Rule. The 

K 
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Sanctification and Kingship are therefore necessarily universalistic. 
Of that universalistic hope an example can be given under the next 
clause. Though resting upon Pentateuchal ordinances and con- 
ceptions, the Sanctification of the Name was, in every sense, a 
peculiarly Eabbinic conception. Israel must give itseH up to sanctify 
God’s name. Only on that condition was Israel redeemed from Egypt 
ns DDDVj; (Sifra 99 d on Lev. xxii. 33). In fact, 

only to Jews was the Sanctification of the Name a direct motive for 
human conduct and for martyrdom. The sanctification was efl[ected 
both by God and by Israel simultaneously, and if Israel sanctified God, 
so was God asked to sanctify his Name through Israel. A prayer as 
old as the Kaddish runs (P.B. p. 9 init .) : ‘ Sanctify thy name 
through them that sanctify it, yea, sanctify thy name throughout thy 
world, and through thy salvation let our horn be exalted and raised 
on high. Blessed art thou, 0 Lord, who sanctifiest thy name amongst 
the many.’ The meaning of the opening words ‘ sanctify thy name 
through (Sp) them that sanctify it ’ is a little doubtful. Mr. Singer 
has ‘ upon,’ and S.B. translate ‘ because of ’ ; but hy can hardly 
mean ‘ because of ’ or ‘ for the sake of,’ and ‘ upon ’ seems to make 
little or no sense. ‘ Through ’ seems the best and most accurate 
rendering. For the idea of sanctifying and magnifying the name 
of God I may quote two further passages. ‘ May his great name 
be blessed. (To which the response is) For ever and ever ’ (Sifre 
132 b, ki shem, in which paragraph the phrase ‘in order to sanctify 
God’s great name ’ repeatedly occurs). Again, in Ecc. R. on ix. 15, 

‘ A little city ’ (towards the end). ‘ When the senior man present 
in the synagogue sits and expounds, and when the people answer 
after him, “Amen, May his great name be blessed,” even though 
there impend a list of punishments for a hundred years, God pardons 
all the sins.’ So too, God spake to Israel : ‘ If you sanctify my 
name, I will sanctify my name through you (D3n^ hy), even as 
Michael, Chananyah, and Azaryah did, for when all the nations of 
the world bowed down to the idol, they stood erect as palm trees. 
And God said. To-day I am exalted (= sanctified) through them 
(ona) in the eyes of the nations ’ (Sifra 86 b on Lev. xviii. 5). The 
Sanctification of the Name has been entrusted to Israel alone ; it 
is their privilege and duty in one ; not the privilege and duty of 
the ‘ nations.’ And yet God’s name will not be fully sanctified till 
all the nations of the world acknowledge his Godhead and his 
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Unity. S.B., pages 408-418, contain much interesting material 
about the Sanctification of the Name, but to quote more from them, 
or to quote other passages over and above those they give, would 
lead me too far afield. 


10. (a) ‘ Thy kingdom come ’ ; or, perhaps better, ‘ thy kingship 

come.’ 

It is impossible to deal fully with the Rabbinic conceptions of 
the kingdom or kingship — God’s rule and lordship — in this place. 
Just as in the Gospels, so in the Rabbinic literature, we can detect 
a double strain. The kingship is an eschatological conception, 
and the Rabbis pray for the coming or establishment of the kingship 
in its fullness at the end of the age. Nevertheless, the kingship is 
in a sense always existent and already here, for ‘ the Lord reigned, 
the Lord reigns, the Lord will reign, for ever and ever.’ Israel 
accepts the ‘ yoke of the kingship,’ for Israel, by its observance of 
God’s will, and by the fulfilment of his commandments, acknow- 
ledges his kingship, and hastens on its more complete manifestation. 
And yet Israel prays : ‘ May his kingship be soon revealed and made 
visible to us.’ The full universalism of the conception of the king- 
ship is expressed in the ancient prayer : ‘ Our God and God of our 
fathers, reign thou in thy glory over the whole universe, and be 
exalted above all the earth in thine honour, and shine forth in the 
splendour and excellence of thy might upon all the inhabitants of 
thy world, that whatsoever hath been made may know that thou 
hast made it, and whatsoever hath been created may understand 
that thou hast created it, and whatsoever hath breath in its nostrils 
may say, the Lord God of Israel is King, and his dominion ruleth over 
all ’ (P.B. p. 249). And in the second portion of the Alenu prayer : 
‘ We therefore hope in thee, 0 Lord our God, that we may speedily 
behold the glory of thy might, when thou wilt remove the abomina- 
tions from the earth, and the idols will be utterly cut off, when the 
world will be perfected under the kingdom of the Almighty, and all 
the children of flesh will call upon thy name, when thou wilt turn 
unto thyself all the wicked of the earth. Let all the inhabitants of 
the world perceive and know that imto thee every knee must bow, 
every tongue must swear. Before thee, 0 Lord our God, let them 
bow and fall ; and unto thy glorious name let them give honour ; 
let them all accept the yoke of thy kingdom, and do thou reign over 



134 RABBINIC LITERATURE AND GOSPEL TEACHINGS 


good works : subdue our inclination so that it may submit itself 
unto thee ; and let us obtain this day, and every day, grace, 
favour and mercy in thine eyes, and in the eyes of all who behold 
us ; and bestow loving-kindnesses upon us. Blessed art thou, 0 
Lord, who bestowest loving-kindnesses upon thy people Israel’ 
(P.B. p. 7). 

‘ Deliver us from evil.’ Many and various were the evils from 
which the Eabbinic prayers ask to be delivered. In the P.B., following 
on the prayer already given, we find (Berachoth i6 b) : ‘ May it be 
thy will, 0 Lord my God and God of my fathers, to deliver me this 
day, and every day, from arrogant men and from arrogance, from a 
bad man, from a bad companion, and from a bad neighbour, and 
from any mishap, and from the adversary that destroys ; from 
a hard judgment, and from a hard opponent, whether he be a son 
of the covenant or be not a son of the covenant.’ (Here ‘the 
adversary that destroys ’ should be ‘ the Satan, the destroyer,’ 
or ‘ the Devil, the destroyer.’ There is a prayer (Berachoth 17 a) 
which it is said that Mar b. Rabina used to add at the conclusion of 
his statutory prayer, part of which is found in the P.B. p. 54. ‘ 0 
my God, guard my tongue from evil and my lips from speaking guile ; 
and to such as curse me let my soul be dumb, yea, let my soul be 
imto all as the dust. Open my heart to thy Law, and let my soul 
pursue thy commandments. And do thou deliver me from mishap 
yJS), from the evil yetzer, and from an evil woman, and from 
all evil which breaks forth to come upon the world ’ (n')jri 

All these various evils are simply and 
curtly summed up in the brief phrase ‘ deliver us from evil.’ 

13. The doxology is based upon i Chron. xxix. ii. ‘ Thine, 
0 Lord, is the greatness and the power and the glory and the victory 
and the majesty, yea, thine is aU that is in the heaven and in the 
earth ; thine is the kingdom, 0 Lord, and thou art exalted as head 
above all.’ (These words occur in the daily liturgy of all rites, e,g, 
P.B. pp. 33, 44.) S.B. observe that the doxological application of 
the divine kingship was already customary during the existence of 
the second temple. At present, at the recitation of the Shema, after 
the invocation, ‘ Hear, 0 Israel, the Lord our God, the Lord is One,’ 
the same words as used then are still repeated to-day. ‘ Blessed 
be the name of the glory of his Kingdom for ever and ever.’ (Mr. 
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Singer renders, ‘ Blessed be the name of his glorious kingdom for 
ever and ever ’ : on the meaning and history of this doxology, see 
the article by V. Aptowitzer, pp. 93-118, in the Monatsschrift fur 
Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums : 73. Jahrgang, 1929. 

14, 15. The explanation of 12. The number of Rabbinic 
parallels is very large. ‘ When thou art compassionate, God will 
have compassion upon thee.* The context in which these words 
are placed makes it clear that what is referred to is the forgiveness 
of offences and wrongs. (Tosefta Baba Kamma ix. 29, p. 366.) 
{Cp, Sabbath 151 b, where the negative form is also found.) This is 
quite definite in Rosh ha-Shanah 17 a : ‘ Raba said, He who is forgiving, 
him they forgive all his transgressions. Whom does God forgive ? 
Him who overlooks the transgression (of others).’ The Rabbis 
think no less of the case of the man who has done the wrong. His 
sin against God, which is implied in the sin against his neighbour, 
is not forgiven till he has sought forgiveness from his neighbour. 
In the long and interesting passage in Pesikta R. (165 a) and in 
Tanchuma B. xxx. (Vayera 52 a) on the subject, the famous sentence 
from Yoma is quoted that the Day of Atonement does not bring 
forgiveness of sins to any man till he has appeased, and sought pardon 
from, his neighbour whom he has wronged. But suppose that other 
refuses to forgive him, what then ? ‘ Let him take ten men and 

speak openly before them, and say, I wanted to be reconciled to 
him, but he refuses, whereas I have humbled myself before him. 
For if God sees that he has humbled himself, then He will forgive 
him his sins. For so long as a man stays in his stiffness 
God does not forgive him.’ (So Job was only forgiven when he 
forgave, and prayed for, his friends.) And then the passage goes on 
to play with Deut. xiii. 17 (Heb. 18) and to make the words mean : 

‘ And the Lord will put mercy (into you) that He may be merciful 
to you. So R. Yose said. Let this be a sign to you. Whenever you 
have pity (i.c. forgive your neighbour), God forgives you.’ Jesus 
seems always to think of the receiver, not of the doer, of the wrong. 
The Rabbis thought of both. {Cp, the passages from Megillah 28 a 
quoted on p. 90.) ‘ Rabbi Zutra said when he went to bed. Forgiven 
is everybody who did me an injury’ (jiyvi J«D h^h n^h nr). 
(Megillah 28 a.) In this matter of forgiveness the Gospel has 
nothing to teach the Talmud, so far as wrongs done to individuals 
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by individuals are concerned. For different reasons the wrongs 
done to Israel by the national enemies of Israel stand outside the 
purview of both. Sevenster, in his section on forgiveness, attempts 
to make a large difference between the teaching of Jesus and of the 
Eabbis, but not very successfully. (Pp. 164, 165.) 

Dr. Abrahams has said : ^ Nothing is more remarkable than the 
extraordinary number of original individual prayers in the Talmud, 
and the faculty and process of ready improvisation for public as 
well as private worship have continued with copious flow to our own 
times in the synagogue, though the stream of such inspiration was 
more generous in the spacious times which preceded the age of 
printing. The latter invention did more than Pharisaism to give 
rigidity to Judaism. It is not possible to give by quotations any 
true impression of the vast mass of new prayers which entered the 
publicity of the synagogue liturgy or the privacy of the Jewish home 
during the first fourteen centuries of the Christian era ’ (Studies ii. 
p. 86). It may be desirable to give some specimens of these Tal- 
mudic prayers over and above what have already been cited. Some 
of the best are found in Jer. Berachoth iv. § 2, 7 d. (A few of these 
have been quoted before on v. 43 on p. 90.) R. Pedath's prayer 
was ; ‘ May it be thy wiU, 0 Lord my God and God of my fathers, 
that no hatred against any man come into our hearts, and no hatred 
against us come into the hearts of any man, and may none be jealous 
of us, and may we be not jealous of any ; and may thy Law be our 
^ labour all the days of our lives, and may our words be as supplica- 
tions (o^junn) before thee.’ R. Chiya said, ‘ May our hearts be 
single (united) to fear thy name, keep us far from what thou hatest, 
and bring us near to what thou lovest, and deal charitably with 
us because of thy name.’ R. Yannai’s disciples were taught to say 
on awakening : ‘ Blessed art thou, 0 Lord, who quickenest the 
dead. May it be thy will, 0 Lord my God, to give me a good 
heart, a good yetzer, a good hope, a good name, a good eye, a good 
soul, a lowly soul, and a humble spirit ; may thy name not be 
profaned among (or through) us, and make us not a mockery in the 
mouth of men ; may our end not be cut off, nor our hope be a vexa- 
tion, and may we not need the gifts of flesh and blood, and put not 
our sustenance into their hands, for their gifts are small, and the 
shame (which they inflict) is great ; and place our portion in thy 
Law, with those who do thy will ; build up thy house, thy sanctuary, 
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thy city, thy. temple, speedily in our days.’ R. Chiya bar Abba was 
wont to pray : ‘ May it be thy will, 0 Lord our God and the God 
of our fathers, that thou put it into our hearts to perform a perfect 
repentance before thee, so that we be not ashamed before our fathers 
in the world to come.’ R. Tanchuma prayed : ‘ May it be thy will, 
0 Lord our God and God of our fathers, that thou break, and cause 
to cease, the yoke of the evil yetzer in our hearts, for thou hast 
created us to do thy will, and we are bound to do thy will : thou 
desirest it, and we are desirous, and what prevents ? The dough in 
the leaven (i.e. the evil yetzer). It is revealed and known before 
thee that we have not within us the strength to resist it : therefore 
may it be thy will to cause it to cease from us, and to crush it ; 
and then we will do thy will as our will with a perfect heart.’ R. 
Yochanan was wont to pray : ‘ May it be thy will, 0 Lord our God 
and the God of our fathers, that thou grant to us {lit, cause to reside 
in our lot) love and brotherhood, peace and friendship, and prosper 
our end, and give us hope and posterity, and enlarge our borders 
among the disciples, and may we rejoice in our portion in Paradise, 
and cause us to acquire a good heart and a good companion ; and 
may we find each day the hope of our hearts, and may our souls 
have rest before thee to our good.’ 

In B. Berachoth there are also some interesting prayers. I 
quote Dr. Cohen’s translation : ‘ R. Yochanan used to add at the 
conclusion of his prayer : May it be Thy will, 0 Lord our God, to 
glance at our shame and look upon our evil plight ; and do Thou 
clothe Thyself in Thy mercy, cover Thyself with Thy might, enfold 
Thyself with Thy piety and gird Thyself with Thy grace, and may 
Thy attribute of goodness and gentleness come before Thee.’ ‘ Rab 
used to add at the conclusion of his prayer : May it be Thy will, 0 
Lord our God, to grant us long life, a life of peace, a life of good, a 
life of blessing, a life of sustenance, a life of bodily vigour, a life 
marked by the fear of sin, a life free from shame and reproach, a 
life of prosperity and honour, a life in which the love of Torah and 
the fear of Heaven shall cleave to us, a life wherein Thou fulfillest 
all the desires of our heart for good ’ (16 b) (p. 108). The ‘ short ’ 
prayer of R. Eliezer is specially beautiful, ‘ Do Thy will in heaven 
above ; grant tranquillity of spirit to those that fear Thee below, 
and do that which is good in Thy sight. Blessed art Thou, 0 Lord, 
who hearkenest to prayer ’ (29 b). 
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16-18. Neither S.B. nor Abrahams give any dirept parallel to 
these verses. But the Babbis would, I have no doubt, have ap- 
proved of their spirit, as Abrahams also suggests in his essay on 
‘ Fasting * in Studies i. pp. 121-128. It is interesting that the 
Shulchan Aruch should declare : ^ He who fasts, and makes a 
display of himself to others, to boast of his fasting, is punished for 
this.’ Perhaps I might add that the Rabbis were, upon the whole, 
not very anxious to stimulate the practice of self-imposed fasting 
over and above the public fasts enjoined upon the whole community. 
It is true that R. Elazar said that he who fasts is called holy, 
for if the Nazarite is called holy because he abstains from wine, all 
the more so one who denies himself all the enjoyments of life. On 
the other hand, Samuel said, ‘ He that fasts is called a sinner, for 
the Scripture in one place inferentially calls him who abstains from 
the enjoyment of wine a sinner. Now if a person who denies himself 
only the enjoyment of wine is called a sinner, all the more so one 
who denies himself all the enjoyments of Ufe.’ This would be, I 
think, the more usual view. (Taanith ii a, based on Dr. Malter’s 
rendering.) The occasional ascetic touches in the Gospels are, speak- 
ing generally, off the Rabbinic line. Moore cites the saying of R. 
Isaac, ‘ Are not the things prohibited in the Law enough for you 
that you want to prohibit yourself other thiugs ? ’ A ‘ vow of 
abstinence is like an iron collar, such as is worn by prisoners, about 
a man’s neck : one who imposes on himself such a vow ’ is like a 
man ‘ who meets a detachment of soldiers (K^nitSDp) with such a 
collar, and puts his own head into it.’ Or he is like ‘ a man who 
drives a sword into his body ’ ( Jer. Nedarim i. i, 41 b). By a fanciful 
interpretation of Numbers vi. ii R. Elazar ha-Kappar Beribbi taught 
that a Nazarite had to bring a sin-offering because he put a painful 
restraint upon himself by not drinking wine (]^^n hv And 

the Rabbi added that if he who refrained only from wine is called a 
sinner, how much more is he a sinner who painfully refrains from 
ever3rthing ’ (ly] iDvy "ipycn). (Nazir 19 a.) And then there 
is ‘ the often quoted saying of Rab ’ : A man ‘ will have to give 
account on the judgment day of every good thing which he might 
have enjoyed and did not ’ (literally, ‘ which his eyes saw and he did 
not eat ’). ( J er. Kiddushin iv. 12, 66 dfin , ; Moore ii. p. 265.) On the 
other hand, Moore adds, ‘ Such statements, however frequent they 
may have been, must not be taken as the voice of an anti-ascetic 
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“spirit of Judaism.’’ Theyare expressions of personal temperament, 
circumstance, and surrounding, and not to be broadly generalized.’ 
Still, I venture to think that they are rather on the Rabbinic line 
than off it. And it is exceedingly characteristic of Rabbinic Judaism 
that the conception of holiness is positive : the actions of the 
natural man must be hallowed. The details sometimes given may 
seem to our ears strange, but the conception, for example, of a man 
acting in a holy manner in the marriage-bed is fine and characteristic- 
ally Rabbinic iDYj; trnpDn). (Shebuoth 18 b.) Note- 

worthy is the saying, ‘ Hallow thyself in what is permitted thee, 
and sanctify thyself (even) in that which is (otherwise) permitted 
to thee ; in things permitted (generally) while some have regarded 
them as forbidden, thou art not allowed to treat them as permitted 
in the presence of those who take the stricter view ’ (Sifre 95 b ; 
Moore n. p. 271). 

19-21. ‘ Treasures in heaven.’ The famous passage about 

King Monobaz (the proselyte ruler of Adiabene is, though a hack- 
neyed, yet a very complete parallel. It is repeated in several 
places. ‘ Monobaz distributed all his treasures to the poor in the 
year of trouble (famine). His brothers sent to him and said. Thy 
fathers gathered treasures, and added to those of their fathers, and 
thou hast dispersed yours and theirs. He said to them, My fathers 
gathered treasures for below, I have gathered treasures for above ; 
they stored treasures m a place over which the hand (of man) can 
rule, but I have stored treasures in a place over which the hand of 
man cannot rule ; my fathers collected treasures which bear no 
fruit (interest) ; I have gathered treasures which bear fruit ; my 
fathers gathered treasures of money (mammon) ; I have gathered 
treasures in souls ; my fathers gathered treasures for others, I have 
gathered treasures for myself ; my fathers gathered treasures in 
this world, I have gathered treasures for the world to come ’ (Jer. 
Peah i. i, 15 b, foot). The familiar passage in Aboth vi. 9 must also 
be alluded to. R. Yose ben Kisma, when asked by a certain man if 
he would come and dwell in the man’s city on condition of receiving 
much wealth, replied that for all the wealth in the world he would 
not dwell anywhere but in a home of the Law ; ‘ in the hour of 
man’s departure neither silver nor gold nor precious stones accompany 
him, but only Torah and good works.’ 
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24. As to Rabbinic views about riches, see Matt. xix. 22, 23. 
The trenchant saying is wonderfully striking and suggestive. Single- 
minded devotion to God and righteousness and the kingdom is what 
Jesus demands. He is more antagonistic and hostile to wealth than 
the Rabbis. Does the Rabbinic prayer ‘ Unite our hearts to love 
and fear thy name ’ (P.B. p. 40) mean ‘ make us single-minded ’ ? 
Dr. Abrahams {Companion, p. xlix.) says, ‘ In the Ahabah prayer,’ 
(P.B. p. 39, beginning ‘ with abounding love ’) there is a ‘ character- 
istic union of the practical and the ideal. Israel entreats the merciful 
Father, out of his very love for the fathers and the children, to 
bestow a practical knowledge of his precepts and a power to perform 
them. There is also a yearning for an inward sense of God, that 
each man’s heart may be one and undivided in love and reverence. 
{Of, Psalm Ixxxvi. ii.) Israel’s mission is at once a life and a creed, 
to obey the Law and proclaim the Unity, and Israel’s salvation 
consists in, or at least is conditioned by, fulfilment of that mission. 
Another idea suggested by the words is this. They breathe the hope 
that the hearts of all Israel may be united in the love and fear of God, 
so that minor differences may not lessen the solidarity of Israel in 
its enthusiasm for the mission ’ (p. 1.). 

25. Cp, the passage about ‘ littleness of faith ’ from the Mechilta 

on Ex. xvi. 4 (47 b). In the same passage it is also said : R. Simeon 
b. Yochai declared that the Law was given only to the Manna eaters 
to study. Apparently the idea is that they had no worry, and were 
not occupied by business cares. A man sits and studies, and he 
knows not whence he may eat and drink, and whence he may be 
clothed. That, it is meant, is the proper attitude of mind. (Yet, 
just before, the remark of R, Joshua is given : If a man learns two 
Halachah’s in the morning and two in the evening, and occupies 
himself with his trade all the day, ‘ they ’ reckon it to him as if he 
had fulfilled the whole Law.) Those who come next to the Manna 
eaters are the Terumdh eaters (i.e. the Priests : they too have not 
to worry about their food). The saying about the Manna eaters 
and the Terumdh eaters is repeated on Ex. xiii. 17. It is preceded 
by the following very curious words : ‘ God said to himself. If I 
bring the Israelites straightway into the Promised Land, they will 
occupy it at once, and each man will be busy with his field and his 
vineyard, and they will neglect the Law (nninn JO D'‘'?C33 ) ; I 
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will bring them round by the wilderness after forty years, so that they 
eat manna and drink water, and the Law will be mixed up with (will 
become inseparable from) their bodies ’ (]Si'\y 2 nninni) (23 b). 

A passage from the Testament of Issachar (iv.) is well worth reading, 
but it would be out of place to quote it here. (In Charles’ transla- 
tion, pp. 105, 106, and in the Oxford edition of the Apocrypha and 
Pseudepigrapha, ii. p. 326.) To the Rabbis the ideal life is the study 
of the Law. To Jesus it is something more broadly human, or some- 
thing more purely ‘ moral.’ But the conditions for the pursuit of the 
ideal are much the same. We may also compare the 48 qualifica- 
tions for the acquisition of the Law. (Aboth vi. 6 ; P.B. p. 206.) 

26. The usual parallel for this verse is the well-known end of 
the Mishnah of Kiddushin (iv. 14, 82 a). ‘ R. Meir said, Let a man 

always have his son taught a decent (respectable) and easy handicraft 
(or occupation), and pray to Him to whom riches and property belong, 
for there is no occupation from which poverty or riches may not 
come ; for neither wealth nor poverty come from the occupation, 
but all is according to desert (imD?). R. Simeon b. Elazar said. 
Have you ever seen an animal or a bird which has an occupation 
(craft) ? Yet they are nourished without worry ; and they have 
been created only to serve me ; how much more should I, who have 
been created to serve my Maker, be nourished without worry. But 
I have corrupted my deeds, and I have impaired (injured) my 
sustenance.’ In the Gemara (82 b) the words are given thus : ‘ R. 
Simeon b. Elazar said. In my life I never saw a stag as a dryer of 
figs, or a lion as a porter, or a fox as a merchant, yet are they all 
nourished without worry. If they who are created only to serve 
me are nourished without worry, how much ought I, who am created 
to serve my Maker, to be nourished without worry, but I have cor- 
rupted my ways, and so I have impaired my sustenance.’ The 
conception seems the product of a very simple world ; there are 
no economic troubles ; only ethical ones. If we were all ‘ good,’ 
we should all easily find enough to live on without any worry from 
our respective occupations. Jesus generalizes the idea, and in a 
sense purifies it. The notion of sin is absent. (Cp. Sevenster, p. 
124.) He also makes it all the more difficult. For he appears to 
throw over, like R. Nehorai in the last words of the Mishnah, the 
idea of working for one’s sustenance altogether. {Cp. my Com- 
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mentary, ii. pp. no, in.) R. Nehorai said, h 2 

nnn *'^3 HK ‘ I put aside every occupation 

in the world, and teach my son nothing but the Law. For the 
reward (interest) of it a man enjoys in this world, and the capital 
remains for him in the world to come. It is not so with all other 
occupations. If a man is sick and old or suffering, he cannot 
practise his occupation, and he dies of hunger. But the Law keeps 
a man from all evil in his youth, and gives him hope and an assured 
outlook (nnriK) in his old age.’ 

,30. In addition to the Mechilta passage, S.B. quote a saying in 
Sotah 48 b : ‘ R. Eliezer the Great said, He who has bread in his 
basket (i^D3 Hfi) and says. What shall I eat to-morrow, belongs 
to those who are little in faith ’ 

33. ‘ R. Jonah said in the name of R. Zera : Whoever attends 

to his personal affairs before offering his prayers is as though he had 
created an idolatrous altar. He was asked : Dost thou say “ an 
idolatrous altar ” ? He answered : No, I only mean it is pro- 
hibited ; and it is in accordance with the statement of Rab Iddi b. 
Abin who said in the name of Rab Isaac b. Ashyan : It is forbidden 
a man to attend to his personal affairs before offering his prayers ; 
as it is said, “ Righteousness shall go before him, and shall make his 
footsteps a way ” (Ps. Ixxxv. 14). Rab Iddi b. Abin also said in 
the name of Rab Isaac b. Ashyan : Whoever prays and afterwards 
goes on his way [to attend to his affairs], the Holy One, blessed be 
He, attends to them for him, and He shall make his footsteps a way ’ 
(Berachoth 14 a, in Dr. Cohen’s translation, p. 90). ‘ Our Rabbis have 
taught : ‘‘ And thou shalt gather in thy com ” — What has this 
teaching to tell us ? Since it is written, “ This book of the law shall 
not depart out of thy mouth [but thou shalt meditate therein day 
and night] ” (Josh. i. 8), it is possible to think that these words [are 
to be understood] as they are written ; therefore there is a teaching 
to say, “ And thou shalt gather in thy com,” i.e, conduct at the 
same time a worldly occupation. These are the words of R. Ishmael. 
R. Simeon b. Yochai says : Is it possible for a man to plough at the 
time of ploughing, sow at seed time, reap at harvest time, thresh at 
the time of threshing, and winnow at the time of wind — what is to 
become of Torah ? But when Israel perform the will of the All- 
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present, their work is done by others ; as it is said, “ And strangers 
shall stand and feed your flocks,” etc. (Is. Ixi. 5) ; and at the time 
when Israel perform not the will of the All-present, their work has 
to be done by themselves ; as it is said, “ And thou shalt gather in 
thy com.” Not that alone, but the work of others will be done by 
them ; as it is said, “ And thou shalt serve thine enemy,” etc. 
(Deut. xxviii. 48). Abbai said : Many acted in accord with the 
teaching of E. Ishmael, and it proved efiicacious ; but he who acted 
in accord with E. Simeon b. Yochai did not find it so. Eaba said to 
the Eabbis : I beg of you not to appear before me during the days 
of Nisan and Tishri, so that you may not be concerned about your 
maintenance the whole year. Eabbah b. Bar Hannah stated that 
E. Yochanan said in the name of E. Judah b. E. Ilai : Come and 
see that the later generations are not like the former generations. 
The former generations made their Torah their principal concern 
and their work only occasional, and both flourished in their hand ; 
whereas the later generations made their work their principal con- 
cern and their Torah only occasional, and neither flourished in their 
hand ’ (do. 35 b, p. 237). In other words, the former generations 
sought first the kingdom of God and his righteousness and the 
other things were added unto them. The Eabbis express the 
same idea by different words. The Torah must come first. Yet 
the general line is according to E. Ishmael’s saying : A man 
should not omit a ‘ worldly occupation ’ altogether. For (a) 
no salary is to be taken, or gain made, from the study of the 
Law, and (6) men must all be independent. The less business, 
however, the better ! ‘ E. Meir said. Do little in business and be 

busy with the Law ’ (Aboth iv. 12). ‘ Eabban Gamaliel said, An 
excellent thing is study of the Law combined with some worldly 
occupation, for the labour demanded by it makes sin to be forgotten. 
All study of the Law without work must in the end be futile and 
become the cause of sin ’ (Aboth ii. 2). Quoting Solomon’s prayer for 
wisdom and God’s reply, it is rather nicely said in Pesikta E. (59 a) : 

‘ All things are appendices to wisdom,’ riDDnS Dnisin Sd. 

A direct verbal parallel to the bidding to ‘ seek first God’s kingdom 
and his righteousness ’ does not apparently exist, but the idea 
was familiar enough. Windisch argues that vi. 33 is not quite on 
all-fours with 25-32. The eschatological note of 33 is wanting in 
25-32, which represent Jesus as a teacher of wisdom — of religious 
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wisdom, bien entendu — and are not thinking of the end of the world. 
The two points of view can be combined, but are really distinct. 
(Pp. 17, 18.) He has some good remarks upon the differences 
between Jesus’s position and our own m regard to these matters. 
(Pp. 148, 149, 153, 154.) There is a nice story in Taanith 21 a about 

R. Yochanan. ‘ Ufa and R. Yochanan were greatly distressed by 
poverty, and therefore said to one another. Let us go into business 
and thus make true in our own lives the words (Deut. xv. 4) : 
“ Howbeit there shall be no needy among you.” They then went 
and sat down under a ruined wall. While eating, R. Yochanan over- 
heard one angel saying to another, Let us throw down the wall 
upon them and kill them, for they are going to neglect the life ever- 
lasting and busy themselves with the life of the moment. The 
other angel, however, replied. Let them alone, for one of them has 
a great future before him. Said R. Yochanan to Ufa : Did you 
hear anything? Ufa replied. No. R. Yochanan then said to 
himself, I must be the one with the great future before him ; I 
will therefore go back (to my studies) and make true of myself the 
words (Deut. xv. ii) : ‘‘ For the poor shall never cease out of the 
land ” ’ (Dr. Malter’s rendering). (For ‘ a great future before him ’ 
it would be more literal to say ‘ the hour is favourable.’ The words 
are 

34. Sanhedrin (100 b) quotes a similar adage from Sirach. It 
does not exist in the Sirach which we possess. ‘ Do not worry over 
to-morrow’s evil, for you know not what to-day will bring forth. 
To-morrow perhaps you will not be (alive), and you would have 
worried for a world which would not be yours.’ The equivalent of 
the second half of the verse is used by Moses against God, when God 
bids him tell the Israelites that he has been with them in the bondage 
of Eg3T)t, and that he will be with them in the future bondage of the 
kingdoms. To which Moses replies : The woe of the hour is enough 
my*? nn). One trouble at a time ! (Berachoth 9 b.) (So 

S. B.) Cp, also Abrahams, Studies ii. p. 209, and Sevenster, p. 126. 
He is right as regards the Sanhedrin quotation when he says : ‘ The 
advice is the same ; the spirit is not.’ 

vii. 1-5. There is nothing in these verses which is not entirely 
on Rabbinic lines. Indeed, the words about ‘ measure ’ and 
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‘ meting ’ are much too Rabbinic ! I mean that the doctrine of 
‘ measure for measure ’ is emphasized too often and too much in 
the Rabbinic literature, and its truth and virtues are lauded too 
frequently and unreservedly. Jesus is more original when he 
attacks ‘ tit for tat ’ than when he accepts and uses it. Some 
Rabbis were so infatuated with the easy and inadequate doctrine 
of measure for measure that one of them dared to say that all Grod’s 
measurements, i,e. his judgments, are on the principle of tit for tat 
(niD mo trnpn hv I’nno h^). (Sanhedrin 90 a.) And 

another said, ‘ All measures will cease ; but measure for measure 
will never cease.’ ‘ At the very beginning of his creation of the 
world God saw that they ” would measure unto man according as 
he measured ’ (Genesis R. ix. ii on ii. i). And the Rabbis 

showed a Mikado-like ingenuity in proving how God made or makes 
the penalty fit the crime. The subject is unpleasant, and need not 
further be pursued here. The exaltation of measure for measure is, 
I suppose, one of the evil effects of Legalism. 

Much more pleasant are the parallels to the other portion of the 
passage. ‘ Judge not.’ The usual Rabbinic wording is rather 
‘ judge favourably ’ ; find kind and favourable explanations for 
a man’s seemingly bad conduct rather than condemn him ; ‘ be 
lenient in judging.’ Thus Hillel said, ‘ Do not judge (i.c. condemn) 
a man till you yourself have come into his circumstances or situa- 
tion ’ (Aboth ii. 5). And the still more famous and favourite adage 
is that of R. Joshua b. Perachyah : ‘ Judge every man in the scale of 
merit ’ (rii 3 T ]!). (Aboth i. 6.) ‘He who judges his 

neighbour favourably (ni^T will be judged favourably (by God).* 

(Sabbath 127 a.) Then follow three stories where appearances 
speak against a man, but where observers find favourable explana- 
tions of his strange conduct, and these explanations turn out to be 
the true ones. One must always, therefore, try to interpret another’s 
conduct in a good way ; that is, judging him ‘ on the side of merit.’ 
To judge on the side of merit ranks with early attendance at the 
house of study, visiting the sick, hospitality, devotion (J^J^) in 
prayer, educating sons for the study of the Law, as one of the six 
things of which a man enjoys the interest in this world while the 
capital is reserved for him in the world to come. (Sabbath 127 a.) 
The things are elsewhere given differently. {Cp. Peah i. i, quoted 
on p. 158 and on p. 318, and Kiddushin 39 b.) 


L 
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The metaphor of the beam and the splinter is also found, and 
there are others of a corresponding nature. They are all given by 
S.B. ‘ Rabbi Tarphon doubted whether anyone in his generation 
could bear reproof. If a man said to his neighbour, Take away the 
splinter from your eye, the other would reply, Remove the beam 
from your eye ’ (Arachin 16 b. Cp, Baba Batra 15 b). Jer. Taanith 
ii. I, 65 a, foot : ‘ Remove the burrs from yourself before you remove 
them from others ’ ly (It is a 

play on Zep. ii. i.) So Sanhedrin 18 a, 19 a : ‘ Clean yourself, 
before you seek to clean others.’ {Cp. Baba Mezia 107 b, foot ; Baba 
Batra 60 b.) The story in the last passage which ends with the adage 
is not given by S.B., but is very characteristic. ‘ R. Yannai had a 
tree the branches of which leant over the public way, and another 
man had a similar tree. Then the people came to the other man, 
and told him to remove it. He came to R. Yannai, who said to 
him. Go away now, but come again to-morrow. During the night 
the Rabbi had his own tree cut down. When the man came again, 
R. Yannai said. Cut down your tree. Then the man said, You have 
a similar tree. Then R. Yannai said. Go and look. If my tree is 
not cut down, do not cut yours down. Why did R. Yannai change 
his mind ? Before, he thought that the people liked the tree, 
because they could sit in its shade, but when he found that they 
disliked the trees, he cut his tree down. Why did he not say to the 
man. You cut yours down, and then I will cut mine down ? Because 
of a teaching of Resh Lakish who said. First clean yourself, and then 
clean others.’ 

R. Nathan said, ‘ A blemish which you have yourself do not ascribe 
to your neighbour’ "iDKn ^ 2 ^ DID). (Baba Mezia 59b.) 

‘ He who pollutes another is polluted ; he never speaks praise- 
worthily ’ (SiDfi ^Disn ^D). (Kiddushin 70 a and b.) 

6. S.B. quote rather an interesting parallel from Jer. Abodah 
Zarah ii. 8, 41 d, beg., based on a fanciful interpretation of Exodus 
iLxi. I. ‘ Even as a treasure must not be shown to everyone, so 
with the words of the Law : one must not go profoundly into them 
except in the presence of suitable people * 

Dn« •'22 ^:£ih nnin nsiD iDvy n«). 


7-11. On the subject of prayer Jesus spoke as the child of his 
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age. Or we may say that he spoke on the lines of the Kabbis. 
Naturally, being what he was, a man of great religious power, 
fervour, and purity, he expressed the best current Rabbinic ideas 
with beauty and vividness. But anyone who reads the parallels 
which honest S.B. bring together for 7-11 can hardly say that Jesus 
goes much beyond what we find there, or says anything really new. 
Doubtless some of the rather trivial and foolish things which, 
among the mass of material about prayer, can be fished up out of 
the Rabbinic sea, are absent from 7-1 1, but on the other hand, the 
Rabbis have some touching sayings about God and prayer which are 
peculiar to themselves. A complete belief in the ‘ efficacy ’ of prayer 
was common to both Jesus and the Rabbis. Any idea of the value 
of prayer as consisting merely in its effect upon the man who prays 
was equally far both from Jesus and the Rabbis. Both Jesus 
and Rabbis equally believed that prayer was heard and answered 
by God, and that it was what God did in reply to the prayer which 
constituted its essence and its success. The efficacy of prayer is 
due to God and to the action of God. 

Perhaps it may be well to quote some of the ‘ nice ’ passages 
given by S.B., and also a few others from my own reading which 
they do not appear to have included. 

The idol is near, and is yet far. God is far (for is he not in the 
heaven of heavens ?), and yet he is near. For a man enters a syna- 
gogue, and stands behind a pillar, and prays in a whisper, and God 
hears his prayer, and so it is with all his creatures. ‘ Can there be 
a nearer God than this ? He is as near to his creatures as the ear 
to the mouth ’ ( Jer. Berachoth ix. § i, 13 a). ‘ In every place where 
thou findest the impress (otJ^n) of the feet of a man, there am I 
before thee ’ (Mechilta, 52 b ; Moore i. 371). God needs no inter- 
mediaries. A man need not be introduced to him by anybody 
else : no one need ‘ announce ’ him to God. ‘ If a man is in dis- 
tress, let him not call on Michael or Gabriel, but let him call 
direct on me, and I will hearken to him straightway ’ (do.). ‘ Human 
beings can hardly hear two people talking at once, but God, if all 
the world calls to him at one time, hears their cry ’ (Mechilta on 
Exodus XV. II ; 41 b). A man has a “ Patron.*’ If he worries 
him too much, the Patron is annoyed, but not so with God. ‘ A 
man who worries him he receives* (Midrash Psalms iv. 3, 21b). 
‘ A man is annoyed by being worried by the requests of his friend. 
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but with God, all the time a man puts his needs and requests before 
him, God loves him all the more ’ (do.). ‘ Man makes distinctions 
between rich and poor : not so God. Before him all are equal. 
Women and slaves ; rich and poor ; in prayer all are equal before 
God ’ (D'lpcn (Exodus R. r\h^2 xxi. on xiv. 15.) 

‘ A man must purify his heart before he prays ’ (do. xxii. on 

xiv. 31 fin,), ‘ If a man turns his heart in prayer, his prayers will 
be answered’ (Midrash Psalms x. 16, 49a). (nSsni 13 ^ DlH 
in^fin ntrUD Hn\) ‘ Prayer is the service of the heart ’ 

(Taanith 2 a). The whole passage from which these words are taken 
should be read in Malter’s edition and rendering. ‘ Better is one 
hour of prayer than good works.’ Not because of all his good works, 
but because of his prayer, was Moses supposed to have been allowed 
to view the promised land. (Sifre 71 b.) In the Mishnah of Berachoth 
iv. 4 R. Eliezer says that if a man makes his prayer a fixed task 
(V^p) his prayer is no supplication. The Gemara asks what keba 
means. The replies are suggestive, (i) If the prayer is a burden, 
(2) If the prayer is not said as if it were a supplication, (3) If a man 
does not add something new to his prayer. (Berachoth 29 b.) (4) If 
a prayer is read as if it were a letter or a legal document (n"ii'’K). 
One Rabbi said, One should say something new every day. Rabbi 
Eliezer said a new prayer every day. R. Abbahu said a new bene- 
diction every day. (Jer. Berachot iv. 3, 8a>fin,) ‘He who prays 
must direct his heart to heaven ’ (Berachoth 31 a). ‘ Greater is 

prayer than good deeds and sacrifices ’ (do. 32 b). ‘ Prayer like 

study, good deeds and worldly occupation, needs effort ’ (p1»n) 
(do.). But it also needs humility. (‘ Man’s prayer is not heard 
unless he makes his heart (soft) as flesh.’ Sotah 5 a.) ‘To thee shall 
all flesh come.’ Why all flesh, and not all men ? ‘ To show that 

prayer is only then heard if a man makes his heart soft like flesh ’ 
(Midrash Psalms Ixv. (2), verse 3, 156 b). Nevertheless, as is 
implied in Luke xi. 8, importunity avails in prayer. Chutzpah 
(KSVin) (shamelessness) helps even with God. Is there a father who 
ever hates his son ? («^D2> KSVin). (Sanhedrin 105 a.) 

Chutzpah conquers badness ; how much more the goodness of the 
world (i,e, God). (Pesikta 161 a, and cp, Jer. Taanith 65 b.) ‘ God 
said to Moses, when Moses prayed to God that he might enter the 
promised land, Let it suffice thee ; speak no more unto me of this 
matter. Yet did Moses not cease to seek compassion from God. 
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How much less should the rest of mankmd cease to keep on praying ’ 
(Sifre 71 b). Yet the Rabbis realized that a prayer wHch asked for 
something that was not desirable for a man to have, God would not 
grant. Thus Solomon said to Grod, ‘ When an Israelite comes to 
the Temple and prays for sons or for anything else, if it is fitting 
give it to him ; if it is not fitting, do not give it him. But 
if the foreigner comes, give him whatever he asks.’ (This is elicited 
from the wording in i Kings viii. 39-43.) The reason is that the 
foreigner, if he does not get what he asks, will be angry, and say, 
‘ I came from the ends of the earth to Solomon’s temple, and I have 
fared no better than in a heathen temple.’ But if he gets what he asks 
for, he will believe in God. But the Israelite, like the righteous Jacob, 
even if God refused his request or chastized him, will not quarrel 
with (pin mn nnx xnp kS) the divine attribute of justice. 
(Tanchuma B. Tohdoth xiv. 67 b and parallels ; Moore ii. p. 233.) 
One must not take too seriously any passages in which the gates of 
prayer are spoken of as not always open. Such phrases are only 
used paradoxically in relation to something which is even greater than 
prayer and includes it. For instance : ‘ The gates of prayer may be 
locked, the gates of tears remain unlocked’ (Berachoth 32 b). Or 
‘ The gates of prayer are sometimes open and sometimes shut, but 
the gates of compassion are never shut’ (Midrash Psalms iv. 3, 
22 a). ‘ Prayer is hke a public bath, repentance like the sea. The 

bath is sometimes open, sometimes shut ; the sea is always open. 
So the gates of prayer are sometimes open and sometimes shut ; 
the gates of repentance are always open. But others say the gates 
of prayer are also always open ’ (Lamentations Rabba on iii. 43, 44). 
One should never be too tired to pray. ‘ God says : You are not 
tired of doing your own business all day, but to pray before me you 
are too tired.’ (Introduction, § 10, Wuensche, p. 9). These quotations 
are sufficient. I do not mean to imply that you cannot find some 
disagreeable, particularistic things about prayer in the Rabbinic 
literature, and some foolish or superstitious things, but, taken as 
a whole, the Rabbinical teachings on this subject are fine and pure, 
if also, like those of Jesus, simple and almost naive in their absolute 
faith in the power and omniscience of God. 

II. The story of the man who, in a time of drought when a 
fast had been proclaimed, which had not produced rain, and when 
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R. Tanclmma had urged everyone to do some good or merciful deed, 
saw, spoke with, and gave money to, his divorced wife, is referred 
to by S.B., with its touching close. Some informer tells the Rabbi 
how suspiciously the man has acted (one may not have any dealings 
with one’s divorced wife). The man justifies himself : she was in 
sore distress. The Rabbi prays : ‘ If this man who is but fiesh and 
blood and hard {i,e. as opposed to God), yet has given help to his 
divorced wife, to whom he was under no obligation, how much 
more shouldest thou, whose obligation it is to sustain us, have pity 
on the children of thy children, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob’ (Lev. R., 
xxxiv. 14, towards the end, on xxv. 39). 

12. As to the Golden Rule I have nothing to add to what I 
said in the Commentary ; the best words about it are those of Dr. 
Abrahams in Studies^ who occupies a sane middle position between 
the Christian and the Jewish apologists. The famous story about 
Hillel and Shammai runs thus; ^A heathen came to Shammai, 
and said, I am prepared to be received as a proselyte on the con- 
dition that you teach me the whole law while I stand on one leg. 
Shammai drove him away with a foot-rule (pj3n nD«) which he 
had in his hand. He went to Hillel who received him as a proselyte. 
He said to him. What is hateful to yourself, do to no other : that is 
the whole Law, and the rest is commentary. Go and learn ’ 
(n^npn nh •'io It is one of three similar stories of 

proselytes who, making silly conditions, are driven away by Shammai 
and accepted by Hillel. And all three exclaim : ‘ The wrath of 
Shammai would have driven us from the world, the gentleness of 
Hillel has brought us under the wings of the Divine Being.’ 

nnn U3"ip). (Sabbath 31 a.) S.B. honestly point 
out that the letter of Aristeas really contains a combination 
of the Rule both in its positive and negative form. (§ 207.) To the 
question of the king, ri ccrrt ao<f>ias SiSaxq; the reply is, 
Kadcjs ov povXci aeavTip rd #ca#cd Trapeivai, fiiroxos Sc r(bv 
iyaBojv vndpx€iv arrdvrwv, ct irpdaaois tovto TTpog rovs 
V7TOT€raypL€Vovg koX tovs dpLaprdvovras, el rovg koXovs Kal 
ayaBovg rtav avBpwTTWv imetKearepov vovBeroXs' Kal yap 6 
Beos TOVS dvBpwTTOVs airavras imetKeiq, ayei, 

S.B. also quote from Aboth and Aboth R. Nathan. ‘ R. Eliezer 
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said, Let the honour of thy neighbour be as dear to thee as thine 
own. As a man has pleasure in his own honour, so let him have 
pleasure in the honour of his neighbour. As a man has pleasure in 
[the welfare of] his own family, so let a man have pleasure in the 
[welfare of] the family of his neighbour * (Aboth ii. 10, ii and 15, 
and Aboth R. Nathan xv. 30 a (init,), xvi. 31 b (init,)), 

Kittel, with his usual fairness, makes the following remarks 
about the positive and negative form of the Golden Rule. ‘ In 
Wirklichkeit diirfte fast alles, was man an Niiancierung empfinden 
zu miissen glaubte, modeme Reflexion sein. Fiir das Bewusstsein 
der Zeit Jesu waren beide Formen des Spruches kaum unterschieden. 
Daftir ist Beweis die Tatsache, dass im altesten Christentum der 
Spruch promiskue iiberliefert worden ist’ (p. 109). . . . ‘ Dem 
antiken Menschen liegt der Gedanke an einen Unterschied beider 
Formen vollig fern ’ (p. iio).^ {Cp. Moore ii. p. 87.) The reply to 
this on the Christian side would, I suppose, be that it is the gift of 
genius to speak words the full significance of which is revealed only 
in the future, and is not even consciously present to the mind of 
the speaker. 

It may be noted that duty or morality can be summed up in 
other ways than by the Golden Rule. One might adduce R. Simeon 
b. Gamaliel’s sa3dng, ‘ By three things is the world preserved, by truth, 
by justice, by peace ’ (Aboth i. 18) ; or, again, ‘ What did the Law 
say to the Israelites ? Take upon you the yoke of the kingdom of 
heaven, and excel (lynDH) one another in the fear of heaven and 
practise loving deeds towards one another ’ (Sifre 138 b ; Moore ii. 
pp. 86, 173, 174). 

y 

13, 14. The words in their mournful exclusiveness are plain 
enough. They can but mean that, according to Jesus, the large 
majority of the men and women then existing on the earth would 
walk along the path which led to destruction, and would reach their 
goal. There is no indication that they would ever be saved from, 
or be pulled out of, destruction, or that they would ever reach 

1 ‘ In reality almost everything which has been thought to exist in delicate 
difference between the negative and positive form is due to modern reflection 
on the subject. For the consciousness of the age of Jesus the two forms were 
scarcely distinguishable. The proof of that is that in the oldest Christian litera- 
ture the two forms are recorded promiscuously. The idea of a difference between 
them was quite unapparent to the men of antiquity.’ 
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‘ life ’ — namely, ‘ eternal life/ How this mournful doctrine can be 
reconciled with the doctrine of an all-powerful, all-wise, and all- 
beneficent God is a mystery. Directly the glaring inconsistency is 
perceived, there must be an end to either one doctrine or to the 
other. You cannot exculpate God by saying that such ‘ destruction ’ 
is man’s own fault, or that it is the condition of moral freedom 
and of righteousness. For the God of J esus was under no compulsion 
to have created the world at all, and he had foreknowledge. A God 
who deliberately created rational beings of whom he foreknew that 
they would end in aTTwXeia, in destruction, seems to me doubtfully 
good. Even if aTrcoAcia means annihilation, the absolute extinction of 
all memory and consciousness and ‘ life,’ at what an appalling cost 
do the few find bliss. If, however, dnwXeta meant to Jesus something 
more, abiding pain or punishment, then I see no excuse for God at 
all. And yet there is no doubt that there have been heaps of people 
who believed (whatever Jesus may have believed) that aTrwXeia did 
and does mean abiding pain and punishment, and yet believed in 
a perfect and loving God ! Poor human nature and its immense 
capacity of illogicality ! I wonder if some are right in thinking 
that I, in my beliefs, am guilty of illogicality no smaller. I htSpe 
it may not be so. 

As regards the Eabbis, were they, in this respect, better than 
Jesus ? Hardly. The Eabbis too knew of the two ways, of which 
one led to Paradise, the other to Gehinnom, one the way of Life and 
one the way of Death. (Deut. xxx. 19.) We have the power to 
choose on which way we will elect to walk. The matter, they 
say, is like one ‘who sits at a cross-way and 

before him lie two paths ; the one is at the beginning smooth, 
but ends in thorns, and the other begins in thorns and ends 
plain and smooth ’ (Sifre 86 a ; Moore i. p. 454). Moreover, 
the Eabbis thought that most pagans were bad people ; their 
idolatry was their sin, and with idolatry usually went immorality 
and other wickedness. Also, they were usually oppressors of Israel, 
and so, on every count, the enemies of God. So far as the Jews 
were concerned, I fancy they believed that all Israel, barring the 
worst sinners, would, either at once after death, or after a purga- 
torial period, obtain the bliss of the world to come, and would, after 
the final ‘ resurrection of the dead,’ enjoy everlasting life. More- 
over, to the repentant sinner God is ever willing to show mercy. 
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Hence the number of excluded Israelites would be a small minority. 
But the number of included pagans (to say nothing of heretics, 
apostates, and informers) would also be a small minority. So if 
you take the total number of living men and women in any one 
generation, the percentage of the ‘ saved ’ to the Eabbis would 
probably have not been so very much greater than the percentage 
of the ‘ saved ’ to Jesus. It is a very painful subject. 

Windisch points out that the pessimism of these verses is in 
contrast with the general spirit of the Sermon, which is optimistic. 
But the verses do not imply that the ‘ demands ’ are not fulfillable ; 
they only state that they will not be fulfilled except by a very 
few. (P. 70.) (Ojo. Luke xiii. 24.) 

13. To the actual metaphor of the two ways there are several 
Rabbinic parallels. But I do not find any which are as cheerless 
as the metaphor in Matthew. It is nowhere, I think, said that those 
who choose the good way which ends in the eternal beatitudes are 
few, while those who choose the evil way which leads to perdition 
are many. Apart from the question of Israel’s enemies, the outlook 
of the Rabbis was less sombre than the outlook of Jesus, if indeed 
Matt. vii. 13 justly represents his usual line. 

15-20. For my purposes it is unnecessary to consider any 
parallels to these verses. The maxim, ‘ By their fruits ye shall 
know them,’ would be quite in accordance with Rabbinic teaching. 
The test is the deed. Even study must be put on one side for a 
deed of kindness, just as to teach is greater than to learn. One 
Rabbi wanted a dead Rabbi to appear to him in a dream. They 
said, ‘ You are not worthy.’ When he asked ‘ Why ? Have I not 
learnt as much as he, and did I not travel as far in order to learn ? ’ 
They replied, ‘ You travelled to learn ; he travelled to teach ’ 
(Eccles. R. on ix. 10). The second half of Prov. xxix. 4 is said to 
refer to the wise man who is learned in Halachah, in Midrash, and 
Agadah. An orphan and a widow came before him, and asked him 
to plead their cause. He replied, ‘ I am occupied with the Mishnah ; 

I have no leisure. Of bim God says, I reckon it to thee as if thou 
hadst destroyed the world.’ (Exodus R., xxx. 13 on xxii. i.) 

21-23. Here, too, I need not seek for parallels. Profession of 
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faith is not conclusive ; nor are exorcisms and miracles proof of 
true discipleship. Holy deeds are test and proof. That too would 
be approved by the Rabbis. 

24-27. The emphasis upon deeds is continued and deepened 
by the concluding words and simile. The doctrine is still Rabbinic. 
It is prophetic doctrine, which both Judaism and Christianity have 
required and require to keep before them, and which both have 
often neglected, ov nds 6 Xeytov fxoi Kvpie Kvpie : these words 
may be enlarged in their scope to signify that credal orthodoxy 
is of much less consequence in God’s eyes, and in the eyes of the 
noblest teachers of religion, than holy deeds. In the case of Judaism 
the antithesis would be far less between holy deeds and orthodoxy 
in creed, than between holy deeds and orthodoxy in ritual practice 
and outward conformity. It is not unnatural that this prophetic 
antithesis is not represented in the Rabbinical literature. As I 
have so often pointed out, if the inspired and perfect word of God 
tells you in one and the same breath to love your neighbour as 
yourself and not to wear a * mixed ’ garment, how can you, believing 
firmly in the binding character, divine origin, and consummate per- 
fection of both laws, greatly distinguish between them ? How can you 
make any trenchant contrast between the moral and the ceremonial ? 
Just in the same way it was not (I fancy) till modem times, and till 
dogmas began to lose their hold, that the Christian antithesis could 
be made between the imitation of Christ in holy deeds and the 
belief in doctrines about Christ and his nature and about such 
complicated matters as the Atonement and the Trinity. The anti- 
thesis in the Gospel was not effectively continued and maintained. 
And would any believing Roman Catholic to-day say that it does 
not so much matter what you believe about the nature of the 
Christ so long as you imitate his life ? It is tme that the end of 
chapter vii. 21-27 does not say, ‘ It does not matter whether you 
call Jesus Lord or not.’ It only says that ‘ in addition to calling 
him Lord and hearkening to his words, you must do holy deeds.’ 
Nevertheless, even with this limitation, the antithesis is sufficiently 
remarkable, and perhaps it is all the more remarkable if the seven 
verses are all, or are mainly, later than Jesus himself. The emphasis 
upon doing is undoubtedly one side of the Jewish element in Matthew. 
In the Rabbinic literature the antithesis is not between hearing 
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and doing, but between ‘ study ’ and doing — between learning 
and doing. Considering the enormous stress which the Rabbis 
laid upon the study of the Law, it is remarkable that many of 
them thought that doing was still more important than learning ; 
or, again, that if learning was more important than doing, this was 
only because it was primary, seeing that, without a basis of study, 
doing could hardly be maintained and continued. How could the 
Law be fulfilled if all were ignorant of it ? This does not seem 
unreasonable. S.B., who give all the salient passages, attempt to 
show that, while the earlier Rabbis undoubtedly held that doing 
was more important than learning, after the Hadrianic revolt, 
when for a time the study of the Law was so rigidly forbidden, 
the tide of opinion changed, and that henceforth learning was 
regarded as more important than doing. It is at least doubtful 
whether this distinction and difference can be maintained. They 
quote for the earlier period Aboth i. 17. Simeon, Rabban Gamaliel’s 
son, said, ‘ Not learning, but doing, is the chief thing ’ ("ipy). (This 
is a very famous sentence.) And iii. ii, ‘ R. Chanina, the son of 
Dosa, said, He in whom the fear of sin comes before wisdom, his 
wisdom shall endure ; but he in whom wisdom comes before the 
fear of sin, his wisdom shall not endure. He used to say. He whose 
works exceed his wisdom, his wisdom shall endure ; but he whose 
wisdom exceeds his works, his wisdom will not endure ’ (P.B. 
p. 192 ad Jin., 193 init.). And, again (iii. 21, 22), R. Elazar, the 
son of Azariah, used to say, ‘ Where there is no wisdom, there is 
no fear of God. Where there is no fear of God, there is no wisdom. 
He whose wisdom exceeds his works, to what is he like ? To a 
tree whose branches are many but whose roots are few ; and the 
wind comes and plucks it up and overturns it upon its face, as it 
is said. And he shall be like a lonely juniper tree in the desert, 
and shall not see when good comes ; but shall inhabit the parched 
places in the wilderness, a salt land and not inhabited ( Jer. xvii. 6). 
But he whose works exceed his wisdom, to what is he like ? To a 
tree whose branches are few, but whose roots are many, so that 
even if all the winds in the world come and blow upon it, it cannot 
be stirred from its waters ; and that spreads out its roots by the 
river, and shall not perceive when heat comes, but his leaf shall 
be green ; and shall not be troubled in the year of drought, neither 
shall cease from yielding fruit (Jer. xvii. 8) ’ (P.B. p. 194). In 
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Aboth R. Nathan xxiv. (39 a) there are other similar metaphors put 
in the mouth of R. Elisha b. Abuyah. Always the moral is that 
he who has learnt much Torah, but has no good works, is not proof 
against temptation, or rather his knowledge is of slight avail. It 
is like a man who builds first with bricks and then with stones : 
the floods soon wash away his building. Or : a man who has both 
learning and good deeds is like chalk put upon stones : the rain 
cannot wash it from its place ; he who has learning and no good 
deeds is like chalk put upon bricks : even a little rain washes it all 
away. We may note that nothing is said of the man who has good 
deeds, but no learning, just as Jesus says nothing of the man who 
lives a holy life, but would refuse to call him Lord. We might, 
however, notice the last of the curious responses of R. Yochanan b. 
Zakkai. The wise man who is a sin fearer is like a craftsman who 
has the tools of his craft ready in his hand. The wise man who is 
not sin fearing is like a craftsman who has no tools. And, finally, 
the sin fearer who has no wisdom is like a man who has the tools, 
but is no craftsman. (He has the will, but does not know what he 
ought to do.) (Aboth R. Nathan xxii. 37 b fin. Cp. Exodus R. xl. 
R. Yochanan said, ‘ He who knows the Law, but does not according 
to the Law — it were better for him that he had never been bom." 
‘ R. Hoshaya said. Everyone who knows, and has no fear of sin, has 
nothing. Every craftsman who has not his tools is no craftsman.’) 
* R. Elisha b. Abuyah said that a man who has learnt much Torah 
and has good deeds is like a horse which has reins 
The man who has the first, but not the second, is like a horse with- 
out reins ; it soon throws the rider over its head.’ (Aboth R. Nathan 
xxiv. 39 a.) On Leviticus xviii. 4 the Sifra 85 d has the words : 
‘ Not learning is the leader : doing is the leader (to the blessings of 
the life to come)’ (lUJ nJtTDn N*?). Cp. a few extra 

passages given on Matt, xxiii. 3. ‘ Rabba b. R. Huna said, He who 
has knowledge of the Law, but no fear of God, is like a keeper of 
a treasury, who has the inner keys, but not the outer keys. He 
cannot enter.’ (Sabbath 31 b, top.) Quaint is the passage in Leviticus 
R. XXV. about the man who has committed a sin for which the 
punishment is being ‘ cut off * by God. What is he to do ? If he 
is wont to study either Bible or Mishnah, let him read twice as 
much as before each day ; but if not, let him become a head of a 
community or a collector of public alms (Sti^ hy DJne 
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npnv). For in Dent, xxvii. 26 the curse runs, not against him 
who does not learn the words of the Law, but against him who does 
not fulfil them ; if it said, A tree of life is the Law for him who 
studies it, then there would be no chance for him (survival, power 
of resistance, see Leviticus xxvi. 37) (ncipn nn'»n «^), but it 
says ‘ for them who take hold of it (i.e, do it). (Therefore good deeds 
will help his case.) It is recorded of R. Judah that when he was 
teaching his disciples, and a funeral or a marriage procession passed, 
he would interrupt his lecture to say, ‘ Doing goes before learning * 
(the duty of following the dead to the grave, or of following the bridal 
procession, even goes before the study of the Law). (Jer. Chagigah 
i- § 7. 76 c.) 

S.B. give several quotations which speak of learning as more 
important than doing, and it is a fact that the large majority of 
these are later in date than the majority of those which speak of 
doing as more important than learning. But not many of them 
appear to consider learning as more important than doing in any 
literal sense. There was, first of all, the view that learning is the 
condition of doing. Secondly there was, undoubtedly, I think, the 
view that learning or study (of the Law) was more glorious than 
doing. It was not for a moment meant that doing was not in- 
dispensable, or that a man’s sins and frailties could, and would, and 
should, be condoned by God and men if only he were learned. The 
view was that the learned man must be good ; he must most cer- 
tainly not transgress and do wrong. That is a sine qua non. But 
wisdom was even greater than practical goodness. Just as Aristotle 
thought that decopla was greater than npa^is, so some Rabbis 
thought that study was greater than doing. The subject-matter 
of wisdom is very limited : it is only Torah and all that Torah 
includes, but within that limit there is a distinctly intellectual 
element in the Rabbinic religion. The ideal is study, learning for 
its own sake, and there is a sense in which the study of the Law 
transcends its practice. To that extent S.B. are right. The good 
feeling of the Rabbis was always strong enough to make them 
realize that righteousness, and the love of God, and the love of 
neighbour, come first in the list of duties, but, nevertheless, breaking 
through, or co-ordinate with, this consciousness and conviction, 
was the passionate devotion to, or glorification of, the Law and 
its study. (And by Law all branches of sacred learning must be 
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included : the whole Scripture and the interpretation of it : halachic 
and haggadic.) This was their very life : they were students ; they 
were theologians. How could they, with their beliefs about that 
Law and its divinity, not think that the study of it was not the 
greatest and holiest thing to which a man could devote his energies 
and his life ? 

S.B. quote first of all the famous passage about E. Tarphon and 
R. Akiba and the Rabbis, how they sat in the upper chamber 
of the house of Nitza in Lydda, and the question was raised : Is study 
greater, or doing ? R. Tarphon said : doing was greater. 
Akiba said : study was greater. Then they all said that study was 
greater for it led to doing niD^nnty) (Kiddushin 

40 b). (‘ Faith leads to deed ’.) On Exodus xv. 26 the Mechilta 

observes (46a), ‘If thou wilt diligently hearken.’ The Hebrew is 
D«. R. Elazar b. Modin said. If it were only yiDtr, one 
could imagine it were in your option to hear or not to hear. There- 
fore it says thou shaU hear, it is duty (nDin) and not option 
‘ Thou shaU hear.’ That is the general principle in which 
all the Law is contained (U nt). (Hearing in- 

volves study.) But R. Jonathan said that the famous words in 
Joshua i. 8, ‘ Thou shalt meditate therein (the Law) day and night,’ 
were not command or obligation (n3in), but blessing. They 
meant that because Joshua loved the words of the Law so much, 
therefore they should never depart out of his mouth. ‘ In the 
school of R. Ishmael it was taught that the words of the Law 
are not to be unto you an obligation, but, on the other hand, you 
are not free to dispense yourself from them ’ (Menachoth 99 b ; 
Moore ii. p. 240). ‘ R. Yose of Galilee said, Study is greater than 
doing ’ (Sifre 79 b). Again, on the words ‘ That ye may learn 
them and observe to do them ’ (Deut. v. i) it is said, ‘ The Scripture 
shows here that doing depends upon learning, and not vice versa ; 
and we find that the punishment for not learning is heavier than that 
for not doing. ’ (I omit the fanciful proof. ) (Sifre 79 a. ) In the well- 
known saying already (p. 145) quoted (Mishnah Peah i. i) about the 
good deeds of which the fruit is enjoyed in this world and the capital 
remains for the life to come, the study of the Law comes last, but 
‘ it is equal to all the others ’ (d^ID n:i:D). ‘ R. Yochanan said : 
The Law is greater than the commandments (niVDn), for a command- 
ment stands to the Law as a lamp to the sun ’ (Midrash Psalms 
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xvii. 12, 66 b). But the story in Aboth R. Nathan xli., as given 
by S.B. (iii. p. 87), depends on a mistaken text or reading, and is 
not in point. (See Schechter’s note 2 to version i on p. 65 b of his 
edition.) And the story about R. Abbahu cannot be used as S.B. 
(i6.) wish to use it. He sent his son to Tiberias to study : the son, 
it was reported, occupied his time in good works (burying the dead, 
visiting the sick, etc.). R. Abbahu sent to him to say ‘ Are there 
no graves in Caesarea that I sent you to Tiberias ? * Quite a sensible 
message. As if a man sent his son to Oxford, and the son occupied 
himself with good works and neglected his studies. The father 
could justly complain. Moreover, the Rabbis in Caesarea said: 
What you, R. Abbahu, say is justified if there was anybody else to 
do the ‘ loving deeds,’ but if there was not, then doing goes before 
study. (Jer. Chagigah i. § 7, 76 c.) Even as the punishment for not 
studying is greater than that for not doing, so too is the reward for 
study greater than the reward for doing. (Sifre 79 b.) No doubt 
one can find isolated sayings of this kind. Again, one Rabbi said : 
‘ The whole world is not equal to one word of the Law.’ Another 
said : * [The doing of] all the (xmmandments of the Torah is not equal 
to one word of the Torah ’ (Jer. Peah i. i, 15 d). As study precedes 
doing {'h mip), so judgment about study precedes judgment about 
doing. ‘ R. Hamnuna said. The beginning of judgment upon a man 
is for [his neglect of the study of] the words of the Law, and as the 
judgment upon study precedes that on doing, so its reward pre- 
cedes the reward of doing.’ (Kiddushin 40 b.) In spite of sayings 
such as these, the ethical sense of the Rabbis was always keen and 
strong and pure. Their general view is well summed up in Sifre 
84 b. ‘ Why is it said. Ye shall diligently keep the commandments 
of the Lord your God — to do them ? (Deut. vi. 17, xi. 22). One might 
suppose : if a man guards (keeps) the words of the Law, he need 
not do them. Therefore it says. To do them. So you must do them. 
If a man learns the words of the Torah, he has fulfilled one com- 
mand, if he learns and guards them, he has fulfilled two ; if he 
learns and guards and does them, there is no one greater than he ’ 
(liDM p«). Doubtless, as to other scholars, ‘ study ’ was for 

them the chief duty and glory of life, and the ‘Law* was the 
greatest of God’s creations and gifts. But it is also true that the 
needs of the poor and the needy, and the demands of love (chesed), 
were always regarded as unconditionally imperative. They had to 
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be fulfilled. And if they could not be fulfilled except at the cost 
of ‘ study,’ I think that almost every Rabbi would have said that 
study must, for the time being, be postponed. 

Every now and then, Windisch, in spite of his remarkable fair- 
ness, says things to which I must take exception. For instance, he 
remarks : ‘ So sehr das Prinzip der radikalen Hingabe auch schon 
im Gesetz betont war, so neu und so fremd war den Juden doch die 
konsequente Anwendung auf die Verhaltnisse des konkreten Lebens ’ 
(p. io8).^ But for this statement he brings no evidence. And this 
is what we must always demand. Sweeping generalizations are 
easy to make ; but should they be made without the chapter and 
verse ? The ‘ demands ’ about alms, forgiveness, lustful thoughts, 
truthfulness, prayer, at any rate, were neither new nor strange in 
their consistent application to the circumstances of practical life. 
And, indeed, Windisch’s paeans about such points in the Sermon as 
God’s forgiveness sometimes strike a Jewish reader as exceedingly 
odd. For to Jews all the teaching here is the most natural thing in 
the world. It is so essential a part of Judaism that they cannot 
inordinately praise any one teacher who enunciates it. 

The summing up on p. iii would need a long chapter for adequate 
discussion. Windisch says : ‘ Die Bergrede enhalt viel Jiidisches, 
aber als Ganzes ist sie antijiidisch. Der Talmud befasst viel 
“ Christliches,” als Ganzes ist er antichristlich.’ ^ The second sen- 
tence is truer than the first. The Talmud (it is curious how some 
sort of strange horror seems still to cling to the Talmud, though not 
to the Rabbinic literature as a whole. ( 7 p. the odd attempt to 
differentiate between the Talmud and the other Rabbinic books on 
p. 98) is anti-Christian, if Christianity involves the belief in the Deity 
of Jesus, in the Atonement, and in the Trinity. It is anti-Christian 
also if Christianity involves the denial of the perpetual obligation upon 
Jews to observe the whole Law, both moral and ceremonial, or if it 
involves a denial of the plenary inspiration and divine perfection 
of the entire Law. Therefore there is much to be said for the view 
that the ‘ Talmud ’ — I should prefer to say Rabbinic Judaism — is 

^ * Though the principle of unqualified devotion is emphasized in the Law, its 
consistent application to the conditions of concrete life was new and strange for 
the Jews.* 

• ‘The Sermon on the Mount contains much Jewish material, but as a whole 
it is anti- Jewish. The Talmud contains much that is ** Christian,*’ but as a whole 
it is anti-Christian.* 
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anti-Cliristian. But it is not anti-Christian if you mean by anti- 
Christian that there is any large and essential difference (apart from 
any question of the Law, and apart from any question about his 
own person and authority) between the religious and ethical teach- 
ing of Jesus and the best religious and ethical teaching of the Rabbis. 
And that is why the first statement that the Sermon as a whole 
is anti-Jewish is inaccurate. I have, I think, successfully shown 
that the spirit of the Sermon is Jewish — in full accordance with 
the highest teachings of the O.T. and of the Rabbis. We must 
avoid these tempting antitheses and contrasts. They are very 
rarely true. 

The “Nachwert zur Bergpredigt ” in S.B. (pp. 470-474) is interest- 
ing and honest, but vitiated by the contrast which the author seeks to 
make between the teaching of Jesus and the teaching of the Rabbis, 
and more especially between the Gesetzesgerechtigheit of the Rabbis 
and the new righteousness of Jesus. That there was a difference 
in the attitude towards the Law between Jesus and the Rabbis is 
true. I have repeatedly called attention to it and to the inevitable 
conflict which ensued. Indeed, the antagonism of the Rabbis to 
Jesus, and their share in his death, were very largely due to this 
difference of opinion about the Law. Nevertheless, B. exaggerates. 
For he misinterprets the inner meaning of the Rabbinic legalism. 
As an orthodox Lutheran theologian, drenched by the doctrines of 
Paul, and passionately attached to them, it is hard for him fully to 
appreciate the Rabbinic point of view. Otherwise he could scarcely 
have called the ethical teaching of the Rabbis a mere Auf'pulz to 
their nomistic or legalistic Lehrgdbdude, For the two form a whole, 
a unity : you cannot say where one begins and the other ends. 
The nomistic Lehrgebdvde is itself ethical. If, indeed, the Law 
were an external body of rules given by a non-ethical and non- 
beloved, but exceedingly powerful and divine, authority, who, if 
you observe his law, would give you eternal sugar-plums, and, if you 
disobey it, would send you to eternal flames, then all that B. says 
would be true. Then the ethical teachings might be mere AufjnUz 
to the nomistic Lehrgebdiide, But if the authority is believed to 
be adorably good, loving, and merciful, and if it is immensely 
beloved, if to obey its rules is not merely duty, but also gratitude 
and joy and privilege, then the antithesis falls to the ground. And 
this is what the Law was. Doubtless God does send the high- 

M 
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handed and unrepentant violator of the Law to hell ; doubtless he 
does give blissful and eternal sugar-plums to those who obey it ; 
but the better spirits among the Babbis did not obey it for that 
reason ; they obeyed it because to do so was high joy and delightful 
privilege and altogether adorable. This, on the one hand ; on the 
other hand, Jesus was no Paul. In spite of Matt. v. 20, he never 
really taught, like Paul, a theoretic antagonism to the Law. Cp. 
Fridrichsen in Congrhs d*Histoire du Christianisme, i. p. 172 : * Nous 
voyons qu’il n’est pas question, comme chez Paul, d’une justice 
entiirement di£E6rente de la justice juive, et entiferement originale 
par rapport k elle ; il n’est question que d’une justice meiUeure, 
C’est 6videmment le Jud6o-christianisme qui parle ici. Ignorant 
Topposition de principe entre Christianisme et Judaisme, il veut 
etre un Judaisme sup6rieur, puri&6, accompli.^ It is just and true 
when B. says : ‘ In demiitigem Vertrauen auf die Gnade Gottes 
Bollen die Seinen alle Giiter und Segnungen des Himmelreichs aus 
der Hand ihres himmlischen Vaters hinnehmen, um dann in kind- 
licher, dankbarer Gegenliebe Gott zu dienen und zu leben in auf- 
richtiger (Jottesfurcht und in rechtschafEener Nachtstenliebe * (p. 
473).^ But no Eabbi would have objected to such a statement. 

‘ Those are my views too,’ he would have said. ‘ For I too believe 
in the grace {Gnade) of God ; I too depend on it. Do I not repeat 
every day the words : Not relying on our righteous acts do we lay 
our supplications before thee, but relying on thine abundant mercies ? ’ 
The antithesis which B. constructs is a false antithesis. 

In other respects, over against, e,g.^ the exaggerations of a Tal, 
B. is right enough. The teaching of Jesus is original both in what 
it says, and in what it does not say : it is original in its bulk as 
coming essentially from one man, or as constructed in his spirit ; 
it is original in certain definite enunciations and demands ; it is 
original in its combinations and as a whole ; it is original in its 
pronouncedly prophetic and anti-ceremonial utterances and spirit ; 
and if it is taken sentence by sentence (which is largely to destroy 
it, for it must be considered as a whole), and confronted with 
Babbinic parallels, the priority in date is almost always on the side 

1 * The difioiples of Jesus are to receiTe all the blessings and felicities of the 
kingdom of heaven from their heavenly Father, in humble reliance upon his 
grace, in order that they may serve God in childlike, grateful and reciprocated 
love, and live in the sincere fear of Gk>d and in the upright love of man.’ 
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of Jesus. Nevertheless, the later Eabbinic parallels are genuine 
developments and products, and in no way borrowed from, or due 
to, the teaching of the Gk)spels. As is usual in such quarrels, the 
truth lies between Jewish exaggerations on the one hand, and 
Christian exaggerations upon the other. 

Since the foregoing words were written, the fourth and con- 
cluding volume of S.B.’s monumental work has been issued (October 
1928). The first of the twenty-nine excursuses of which it consists 
is a (comparatively) short one entitled, ‘Zur Bergpredigt Jesu.’ 
It is coloured by the dogmatic standpoint of the author (Biller- 
beck), and contains some questionable statements. Yet, as usual, 
with these statements is appended much valuable material from 
which the student (though hardly the casual reader) is put in a 
position to criticize the statements, and to form his own con- 
clusions. Billerbeck’s object is to stress the immense difference 
between the poor, verbal, legal ^ righteousness ’ of the Eabbis and 
the glorious, evangelical ‘ righteousness ’ taught by Jesus. He also 
desires to contrast the soteriology of the Eabbis and the soteriology 
of Jesus. The old Jewish (i.e. Eabbinic) religion is, he says, a 
religion of redemption by oneself and one’s own power ; it has no 
room for a redeemer and saviour who dies for the sins of the world. 
(‘Die altjiidische Eeligion ist eine Eeligion voUigster Selbst- 
erlosung : fiir einen Erloser-Heiland, der fiir die Siinde der Welt 
stirbt, hat sie keinen Eaum ’ (iv. p. 6).) That sentence is largely 
true, especially the second part of it. But it is not wholly true ; 
it is not wholly true to say that the Eabbinic religion is one of 
‘voUigster Selbsterlosung.’ It is partially true, but not whoUy true. 
It is not whoUy true, just because the Eabbis never worked out a 
complete and consistent theological system. They were incon- 
sistent, and being inconsistent, and not being conscious, or afraid, 
of inconsistency, they were able, at one and the same time, to 
maintain various religious propositions and positions which it 
would be difficult to harmonize completely with one another or to 
weld into a consistent whole. The result was not unhealthy. It 
may, indeed, be that living and practical religion depends upon the 
individual carrying within him, working upon, and believing in the 
truth of, unharmonized (and perhaps humanly unharmonizable) 
positions and doctrines. 

Thus (to begin with), the Eabbis held, says BiUerbeck, that the 
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soul of man, not infected by original sin, is given to him by his 
creator pure and good. That is true. Cp. the passages which I 
have cited in Matt. v. 8, to which may be added the sentence in 
Pesikta 61 b, ‘like a child of a year old who is free from all sin.’ (Cp. 
Targum on i Sam. xiii. i.) Nevertheless, much which B., with his 
usual honesty, quotes in his excursus on the good and evil Yetzer 
considerably modifies the significance and inclusiveness of this 
asserted sinlessness of man when he starts upon his earthly career. 
For the evil Yetzer begins in man from his birth, or even at his con- 
ception, or, at all events, before the child leaves his mother’s womb. 
(See the passages in B. iv. p. 470 c.) The evil Yetzer is regarded as 
older than the good Yetzer. ‘ The good Yetzer is not united (iiinTD) 
with man tiU his thirteenth year’ (i.e. till puberty, Ecclesiastes 
E. on iv. 13). I suppose the idea is that you only become good by 
observing the Law, and that you do not observe the Law on your 
own responsibility till you are thirteen, when you become Bar 
Mitzvah, Son of the Commandment ; till then you receive neither 
reward nor punishment. Again, ‘ The evil Yetzer is older than the 
good Yetzer by thirteen years ’ (Ecclesiastes R. on ix. 15). Here it 
is also said that the good Yetzer is not found in all men, and that 
most men do not obey it. As the evil Yetzer is more especially 
the source of all sexual incontinence and immorality (if also, from 
another point of view, the source and condition of legitimate and 
sanctified married life), it might be regarded, perhaps, as equivalent 
to the ‘ dirt ’ (KOniT) which the Serpent injected into Eve, and 
which continued among her descendants. But this ‘ dirt,’ while 
it still continues among the heathen, has ceased among the Israelites 
since the giving of the Law at Sinai. It is, therefore, not to be 
identified with the evil Yetzer, and is rather the propensity to un- 
natural lust or bestiality. (Yebamoth 103 b ; Abodah Zarah 22 b ; 
and the translations in S.B. i. p. 138, iii. p. 71.) The passage in 
Aboth R. Nathan, xvi. 31 b, is very curious. (S.B. iii. p. 95.) ‘ The 
evil Yetzer is thirteen years older than the good Yetzer. From the 
womb of his mother it grows up with a man and continues with him. 
If the wish to violate the Sabbath arises in him, nothing forbids 
him. [I suppose the meaning is, as he is not supposed to be yet 
responsible for his actions, he is not pricked by conscience] ; even 
if he wishes to murder, nothing forbids him ; if he wishes to 
commit any sin, nothing forbids him. After thirteen years the 



TO. 24-27 


MATTHEW 


165 


good Yetzer is bom. Then if he begins to violate the Sabbath, it 
says to him, You fool (npn), Does it not say in the Law, He who 
violates the Sabbath shall be put to death ? If he would murder, 
it says, Fool, He who sheds the blood of man, by man shall his 
blood be shed. If he desires to commit impurity, it says. Fool, 
Adulterer and adulteress shall be put to death. If a man becomes 
heated with passion, and wants to commit a lustful deed, all his 
limbs hearken to him, because the evil Yetzer is king over all his 
248 limbs, whereas the good Yetzer is like unto one who is fettered 
in prison.’ ‘ The evil Yetzer is older than the good Yetzer by 
thirteen years. The good Yetzer is called poor (it is the ‘‘poor man” 
of Ecc. ix. 15) because ’ (as the reading must almost certainly run) 
‘ it is common to all mankind, but only a minority obey it ; yet 
those who do are saved ’ (i.e. from the evil Yetzer) (Ecclesiastes R. 
on ix. 15). Neumark says that, though in the individual the evil 
Yetzer precedes the good Yetzer, yet ‘ an sich ist die Natur gut,’ 
and the true priority must be assigned to the good Yetzer. As 
Aristotle would say, the evil Yetzer is first for us, but the good 
Yetzer is first by nature (Neumark, GescMchte der jiidischen 

Philosophie des MittelaUers, ii. 2, p. 45, 1928.) But, however that 
may be, these passages about the evil Yetzer, all quoted by S.B., to 
which others could be added, show that the ‘ good soul ’ with which 
we are endowed at birth, must be accepted with qualifications. 
What the relation of the good soul {neshurnah) or spirit (ruaeh) to 
the evil Yetzer exactly is I cannot find. Clearly, however, self- 
redemption, the keeping of the Law, is no easy matter, nor does the 
doctrine of the evil Yetzer differ much from the ordinary inter- 
pretation of the English version of Jeremiah xvii. 9, ‘ The heart is 
deceitful above all things and desperately wicked ’ (A.V. The 
R.V. has ‘ sick ’ for ‘ wicked.’ I notice that the Jewish American 
translation has ‘ exceeding weak ’ And the Rabbinic 

teaching about the Yetzer is all based upon the Pentateuchal saying, 
‘ The imagination (Yetzer) of man’s heart is evil from his youth ’ 
(Denesis viii. 21). Can man, then, unaided from Grod, conquer this 
evil Yetzer which has accompanied him from his youth or h^ birth ? 

Again, it is perfectly true that the freedom of the will, man’s 
capacity to do right and to obey the commands of the Law, is 
strongly maintained by the Rabbis, even as it is emphasized by 
Sirach (xv. 11-20). We all know the saying in Berachoth 33 b. 
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* Everything is in God’s hand except the fear of God.’ And no less 
familiar is the saying (by Akiba) in Aboth, ‘ Everything is foreseen, 
but free-will (r\wi) is given ’ (iii. 15). {Cp. also passages quoted 
on Matt. X. 29.) The number of quotations given by S.B. on Matt, 
xix. 18 (i. pp. 8 i4'-8i 6) is long and apparently very definite : e.g. 

* If the evil Yetzer would licentiously excite you, drive it away with 

words of the Law, and do not say. The Yetzer is not in my power, 
for I (God) have said, It is entrusted to you (to conquer) and you 
must rule over it ’ (Genesis iv. 7). [Sound common sense : drive 
away evil thoughts with good thoughts ; that is in our power.] 
Again, passages occur in which it is implied, or even stated, that 
one can live to old age without sinning at all, and that there have 
been people who fulfilled the entire Law from A to Z. (Cp. the 
passages from Yoma 38 b, quoted on p. 20). The expression 
DniDi ‘ completely or perfectly righteous people,’ as also 

* completely or perfectly wicked people,’ occurs frequently. Both 
are spoken of as actual, living people. E. Joseph describes the 
former as the men who have kept or fulfilled the whole Law from 
A to Z. (Sabbath 55 a.) (Cp, the odd argument about the perfectly 
and imperfectly righteous in Abodah Zarah 4 a.) Notorious 
ZdddiJdm gemurim, perfectly righteous men, were various Biblical 
heroes : Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Elijah, Hezekiah, Moses, Aaron, 
and a few others, though it was also maintained (in accordance 
with the words of the Pentateuch) that Moses and Aaron had not 
been sinless. More important is it that certain actual Eabbis 
claimed to have fulfilled all the commands of the Law, and so ap- 
parently to be without sin. There is an odd tale, e,g., (S.B, i. 
pp. 148, 816), about E. Chanina b. Papa and his conversation 
with the Angel of Death. The story is too complicated, and would 
need too many lengthy explanations, to be given in full, but in 
the course of the conversation l^tween the Eabbi and the angel, 
the Eabbi asks the angel to bring a roll of the Torah, and to show 
him if there be anything written therein which he had not fulfilled. 
It must be noted (S.B. have omitted this) that something which has 
happened to E. Chanina is held to happen to none except to him 
who is unique in his generation (Kina nn), or has only one other like 
him. (Kethuboth 77 b.) It is more indicative, perhaps, of what 
S.B. are anxious to maintain that, in a simple, non-miraculous, and 
not necessarily legendary, story about the sick-bed of E. Eliezer, 
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he asks R. Akiba, Is there anything in the Law which I have not 
observed? (ni^inn diSd) (as the reason why he was in pain). 

But S.B. might have added that Akiba replies, ‘ Master, you havc?^ 
yourself taught us that there is no man so righteous in the world who 
has done naught but good and has never sinned ’ (Sanhedrin loi a).^ 
Another odd story concerns an unnamed Chasid (very pious man) 
who had palpitation of the heart. (So Levy.) ‘ All the men of 
special learning (the from the days of Moses to the death 

of Joseph b. Yoeser of Zereda were without blemish. From then 
onwards they were not. But can this be ? We are taught : there 
was once a chasid who had heart palpitations. The doctors said, 
“ The only remedy for him is that he should drink fresh warm milk 
in the morning.” So they brought a goat, and bound it to the foot 
of his bed, and he drank its milk. His colleagues came to visit 
him, but when they saw the goat, they said, “ Armed robbers are 
with him in the house : are we to go in and visit him ? ” They sat 
down, and investigated (his deeds), and they found no guilt in him 
except having that goat. And when he came to die, he said, “ I am 
conscious within me of no sin except as to that goat, because I acted 
against the words of my colleagues, for the wise have said, No goat 
must be kept in the land of Israel ” ’ (Baba Kamma 80 a ; Temurah 
15 b). (Cp. Biichler, Types of Jewish Palestinian Piety^ p. 17, 41, 
n. 2.) It may be noted that curious details of their attitude towards 
sin and righteousness which we find even in the Rabbis of the first 
century, as well as of their naiveness and simplicity, are illustrated by 
many stories and quotations given in Dr. Biichler’s book. I refer 
especially to pp. 73-81, and pp. 111-114. On the one hand, we hear 
of a child-like freedom from any consciousness of sin ; on the other, 
of the greatest anxiety, not only to avoid sin, but to offer sin-offerings 
for sins unwittingly committed. Thus ‘ in the early description of 
the popular Feast of Water-drawing, celebrated on the Temple Moimt 
on the second night of Tabernacles,’ we are told that ‘ the Chasidim^ 

^ Gp, Buohler, Sins, p. 187 and n. i. Dr. Buchler says, * No other instance of 
a scholar occurs to my mind that thought himself free from sin, except B. Simeon 
b. Yohai in Sukkah 45 b ; Yer. Berakh, ix. 3, 13 d ; Gen. Bab. xxxv. 2, when he 
said, I have seen that those worthy of the world to come are few ; if they are 
a thousand or a hundred, I and my son are of them ; if they are two, I and my son 
are of them. I can free the whole world from punishment from the day on which 
I was created till now, and if my son Eleazar is with me, then from the creation 
of the world till now, and if Yotham, the son of Uzziyyah, were with us, then from 
the creation of the world to eternity.** * 
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the pious men, and the men of deed (apparently, doers of charity 
and lovingkindness), danced before the people with torches in their 
hands, and recited before them songs and praises. They said. 
Happy art thou, my youth, that thou didst not put to shame mine 
old age (they were the men of deed). Others said. Happy art thou, 
mine old age, that thou hast atoned for my youth (they were the re- 
pentant). Both groups said, Happy is he who sinned not, and to him 
who sinned may it be forgiven.’ (Apparently the Chasidim are the 
repentant.) (Jer. Sukkah v. 3, 55 b; T. Sukkah iv. 2, p. 198. Also 
Mishnah Sukkah v. 4, and Sukkah 53 a; Biichler, he, dt, pp. 79-81.) 
Again : ‘ Marauding bands approached the city of R. Levi b. Sisi. 
He took a scroll of the Law, and went on to the roof, and said. Lord 
of the World, if I have neglected (n^^t 33 ) any word of this book of 
the Law, let them come up ; if not, let them go away. And it was 
so ’ (i,e, they went away). (Jer. Taanith iii. § 7, 66 d.) 

But R. Eliezer, on the other hand, said : ‘ One may every day 
and at any time, whenever one likes, bring voluntarily a trespass- 
ofEering brought for a doubtful sin ; it was called the guilt-offering 
of the pious men. It is said of Baba b. Buta that he voluntarily 
brought every day a guilt-offering for a doubtful sin, except on the 
day after the Day of Atonement, and that he said. By this Temple, 
I should bring one, if they allowed me to do so ; but they tell me 
to wait till I have come to a doubt.’ (Keritoth vi. 3 ; T. Keritoth 
iv. 4, p. 566 ; Biichler, p. 73.) Again, R. Judah b. Ilai reports : ‘ The 
ancient pious men desired to bring a sin-offering, because God did 
not bring an offence into their hands ; what did they do ? They 
voluntarily made the vow of the Nazirite to God in order to become 
liabletobring a sin-offering.’ (Nedarim 10 a; T. Nedarimi. i,p. 276.) 
Dr. Biichler explains this to mean : ‘ These pious men were filled 
with the anxiety lest they might be committing sins and in need 
of atonement. The sin-offering prescribed in Lev. iv. 27 in the case 
of a transgression in error of a biblical prohibition required that the 
sinner should have later become conscious of having unwittingly 
committed a definite offence ; but the pious men, who in their strict 
care and watchfulness naturally did their utmost to avoid such a 
violation of the Law, could not satisfy that condition laid down for 
a sin-offering, and found no occasion for bringing such a sacrifice. 
Their desire for it suggests that, in their opinion, a sin-offering 
brought for one definite sin would, at the same time, atone for other 
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offences which, on account of their uncertainty, had to remain 
without atonement by sacrifice. For that purpose they looked out 
for an act which implied no sin, but automatically provided an 
occasion for a sin-offering. . . . The sin-offering prescribed in 
Num. vi. 14 for the Nazirite at the conclusion of his temporary vow 
was not brought for any definite breach of the Law, but for an 
unknown, yet possible, levitical defilement and for other offences 
against the rules of the vow, and could therefore include in its 
atonement other trespasses of the same uncertainty. As the 
temporary vow of the Nazirite extended only over thirty days, the 
pious men could repeat the vow as often as they liked, bring the sin- 
offering every month, and thus satisfy their desire for regular 
atonement ’ (p. 77). We may also notice the view that minor sins 
are atoned for by physical suffering (as generating refiection and 
repentance). Thus the same R. Judah reports that ‘ the ancient 
pious men were chastised by a disease of the bowels for about twenty 
days before their death in order that it should purge everything, 
so that they might come pure to the world to come.* (Semachoth iii. 
jin. and Gen. R. Ixii. 2 on xxv. 8.) According to Dr. Biichler this means 
that God sent the illness to the pious men in order to purge them by 
suffering of their few sins, so that their souls should arrive in heaven 
free from sin. No less odd and bizarre is the wish of R. Yose b. 
Chalafta to share the lot of those who died of diarrhoea, or the 
observation that it is a good sign for a man if he dies of diar- 
rhoea, since most righteous men die of that disease! (Sabbath 118 b; 
Kethuboth 103 b; Biichler, p. 112.) 

A few of these stories imply a certain naive belief in the complete 
virtue of various heroes and Rabbis. They also show a certain not 
wholly pleasant self-confidence, and a child-like, or even childish, 
consciousness of virtue, on the part of a very few exceptional Rabbis. 
It may also be said that they exhibit the legalism of the Rabbinic 
religion in a not wholly pleasant light. Virtue, most strictly and 
definitely, consists in fulfilling, and in not violating, the commands, 
positive and negative, of the Code. These commands can be fulfilled ; 
man has the power to fulfil them ; by some few people they have been 
fulfilled, and (the worst point) a very few people believed and felt and 
said that they had fulfilled them. It was, doubtless, supposed that 
there were a few superlatively righteous people who did really observe 
the Law from A to Z. (Lamentations R. on ii. i (§ 3).) But all this is 
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only one part of the full story ; there are many qualifications to be 
made, and the dogmatic deductions which S.B. draw from all these 
odd, and sometimes unpleasing, sayings and stories are of doubtful 
validity. It cannot be fairly said, without many saving clauses, 
that the Rabbinic religion is one of complete self-redemption. The 
enormous mass of Israelites did rwi, in Rabbinic opinion, com- 
pletely fulfil the Law, and so far as they did fulfil it, they did not 
fulfil it (in their own opinion) entirely from their own strength and 
by the power of their own free-wills. Nor would it be true to say 
of the vast majority of the Rabbis that they believed that they were 
sinless people who, so far as they were concerned, needed no Day 
of Atonement and no divine forgiveness. They did not believe 
this, I think, either about themselves or about one another. The 
first thing about the matter which one is inclined to say is that the 
liturgy is, perhaps, the truest index of the Rabbinic religion both in 
its strength and its weakness. If the liturgy includes such a passage 
as that on page 121 {Authorized Daily Prayer Book, ed. Singer), it 
is also noticeable that it never alludes to anything like sinlessness 
in adults. The soul is indeed pure (p. 5), but ‘ what are we ? ^ 
‘ what is our righteousness ? ’ (p. 7). Man must always pray ; 
* Lead us not into sin ; let not the evil Yetzer have sway over us ; 
subdue our Yetzer so that it may submit itself unto thee ’ (p. 7). 
These are daily prayers. Daily too are the prayers : ‘ Cause us to 
return, 0 our Father, unto^thy Law; draw us near, 0 our King, 
unto Thy service, and bring us back in perfect repentance unto 
Thy presence. Blessed art Thou, 0 Lord, who dehghtest in re- 
pentance.* ‘ Forgive us, 0 our Father, for we have sinned ; pardon 
us, 0 our King, for we have transgressed, for Thou dost pardon and 
forgive ; blessed art Thou, 0 Lord, who art gracious and dost 
abundantly forgive * (p. 46). 

It may, perhaps, be questioned — I do not want to exaggerate 
the ‘ case * for the Rabbis — ^whether they had always an adequate, 
or an adequately passionate, sense of human unworthiness — a 
sense of the immensity of the difference between the ideal and the 
accomplishment. For it may be justly said that the better a man 
is, the more he should be conscious of the distance between him 
and the ideal ; the nobler and the greater he is, the nobler and 
the greater becomes the ideal. The greatest saints have felt 
the most acutely their own unworthiness ; that is, how far they 
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fall short of the Ideal. Did the Eabbis feel all this adequately ? 
If the Ideal is a series of Laws, coM they feel it ? In this 
sense it may be that there is a higher righteousness than legal 
righteousness, and that legal righteousness cannot adequately 
generate a hunger and thirst for ideal righteousness, or make vivid 
the contrast between the Ideal of Eighteousness and human 
unworthiness. The greatest are the humblest ; even though they 
rejoice in their divine sonship and image. They are proud and 
self-abased in one, filled with shame, and yet also filled with pride 
in their kinship with the divine. ^ I am not clear whether the Eabbis 
had enough of this sense of the divine ideal, receding even as you 
approach it — of the ideal becoming greater even as you become 
more righteous, of love becoming more tremendous and exacting 
and imattainable even as you become more loving. And if so, was 
this lack (if it existed) due to their legalism, to the fact that the 
ideal of righteousness was the execution of a series of laws ? I 
throw out these doubts and hesitations : I do not feel competent 
to solve them. But it may be that the fact that a few distinguished 
Eabbis seem really to have believed that they had fulfilled aU the 
demands of the Law, and that they were therefore completely 
righteous, shows that there was something lacking in the whole 
Eabbinic conception of righteousness and in the legalism which was 
the root of it. I do not feel wholly clear about this point. 

Mr. Loewe calls my attention, as an illustration of the higher 
teaching of the Eabbis, to the noble passage at the end of Berachoth. 
‘ E. Chiya bar Ashi said in the name of Eab, The disciples of the 
wise ’ (but a less literal rendering such as ‘ the searchers after truth * 
would be more accurate) ‘ have no rest either in this world or in 
the world to come, as it is said. They go from strength to strength 
until they appear before God in Zion ’ (Zion here stands for heaven). 

S.B. justly say that even the righteous, according to Eabbinic 
doctrine, must never be confident of salvation : they quote the 
familiar saying of Hillel : ‘ Trust not in thyself till the day of 
thy death ’ (Aboth ii. 5). The saying is quoted in Jer. Sabbath 
i. 3 b 0(7 fin., and the following story is added. A certain Chasid 
went so far as to modify Hillers saying into ‘ Trust not in thyself 
till thy old age.’ Upon which a spirit came, [in the guise, it is under- 
stood, of a beautiful woman], and tempted him. But he soon 
repented. The spirit said, * Do not be distressed ; I am about to 
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vanish, but do you not put yourself above your fellows ! ’ (Schwab, 
Vol. IV. p. 15.) S.B. also quote the saying of E. Simeon b. Yochai : 
^ Gk>d does not unite his name with the righteous in their lifetime 
D'pnvn by iDts^ p«), but only after their death. When 

are they holy (saints, ? Only when they are buried in 

the ground. Why is this ? Because God has no faith that the evil 
Yeizer will not lead them astray ’ (Tanchuma, Tokdothy 33 a). In 
Berachot (29 a) quite incidentally, in the middle of a discussion 
about something else, the question whether a righteous man may 
faU into sin is alluded to. ‘ Abbaye said : We have a tradition that 
a good man does not become bad. He does not ? Behold it is 
written, “ But when the righteous tumeth away from his righteous- 
ness and committeth iniquity ’’ (Ezek. xviii. 24). That refers to a 
man who was originally wicked ; but the man who is originally 
righteous does not. He does not ? Behold there is a Mishnaic 
teaching : ‘‘ Trust not in thyself until the day of thy death ; and 
Yochanan the High Priest held the office of High Priest for eighty 
years and eventually became a Sadducee ’ (Cohen’s translation, p. 
190). I might note that close before this passage is the famous 
story of K. Yochanan b. Zakkai’s death-bed (28 b), which I have 
quoted elsewhere (p. 227), and also (29 a) the short condensation 
(pyD) of the eighteen benedictions of which the opening words run : 
‘ Give us understanding, 0 Lord, our God, to know thy ways ; 
circumcise our hearts to fear thee, and forgive us so that we may be 
redeemed.’ The Rabbis are always more or less in the wrong, ac- 
cording to S.B. ! If they allude to righteous persons whose salva- 
tion and beatitude are assured, they are accused of self-righteousness, 
of overweening confidence in a purely human power of doing and 
becoming good, in a false belief in self -redemption ; if, on the 
other hand, they bid their hearers and disciples never to rest ignobly 
in their own righteousness, to be ever on the watch lest they fall 
into temptation, never to cease striving towards moral perfection, 
ever to regard ‘ salvation ’ as something to be striven for till the day 
of death, then they are held to be in a state of irreligious fear, and 
never to attain to a blissful certitude of salvation. Thus S.B. say : 
^ Romans v. i is one of the proof passages for Christian certitude of 
salvation : as opposed to this certitude the lack of it is a most 
notable characteristic of Rabbinic religion. It is a Rabbinic dogma 
that there is no confidence for the righteous m this world, no certainty 
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as regards his salvation {sein Heilsstand) before Grod ’ (iii. p. 218). 
Then follow a number of illustrations, all of which seem to make a 
fairly just balance with the other passages about the * perfectly 
righteous ’ and the men who fulfilled the Law from A to Z. The 
starting-point is the sentence in Genesis R., Ixxvi. 2 on xxxii. 
7. ‘ There is no confidence (nntsan) for the righteous in this world/ 
Even David said, ‘ I am assured that thou, 0 God, wilt give a good 
reward to the righteous in the world to come, only I know not 
whether my portion will be among them or not ’ (Berachoth 4 a). 
Nevertheless, we are told that all Israelites will have a share in 
the world to come, that even a bondswoman who lives in Palestine 
will have a share in the world to come (Kethuboth in a), and of 
those who perform this rite or that, or who execute this command- 
ment or that, we often read that they will inherit the life to come. 
(For example. He who recites Psalm cxlv. three time daily, he who 
studies the Halachah, he who lives in Palestine, speaks Hebrew, 
eats his fruits in purity, repeats the Shema evening and 

morning, brings up his sons to study the Law, says the blessing 
over the wine at the outgoing of the Sabbath, are all said to be 
sure of enjoying the beatitudes of the world to come). (S.B. iii. 
pp. 7, 208, 209, 219-221, who give all the references.) 

Mr. Loewe holds that these s&ymgB really mean, not that the 
mere performance of these particular commands or actions, etc., 
will ensure eternal felicity, but that the doing of them is calculated 
to generate a habit which wDl avoid sin and make for righteousness. 
They are disciplinary, and tend to make the doer of them holy, and 
therefore likely to inherit the joys of heaven. 

About these and other passages S.B. say that such utterances 
are not to be regarded as protests against the general doctrine that 
there can be no certitude of salvation {Heilsgewissheit) for the 
righteous upon earth. Almost always (S.B. add) these sayings 
relate to some unimportant or indifferent externality, and they were 
probably coined in order to encourage the masses of the people to 
observe certain special religious duties, or to warn them against 
some definite (objectionable) tendencies of the age. To this it must 
be observed (i) that, even if this be so, the duties referred to were 
not, in the eyes of the Rabbis, mere indifferent externalities, and 
(2) that ‘ eternal life ’ is often connected with actions that even 
S.B. could not consider mere ceremonial externalities, as, e.g., in the 
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case of the famous jokesters who were praised by Elijah.^/ But (3) 
the real trouble is to assign the correct weight to these Oriental 
hyperboles and exaggerations, and (4) to estimate correctly the real 
and prevailing attitude of mind which such various and inconsistent 
sajdngs as have been, and will be, cited in the course of these re- 
flections upon S.B.’s excursus actually imply. My criticism upon 
them would not be that they show either too much confidence or 
too little. On the whole, they seem to indicate that the Eabbis 
felt (i) that it was man’s duty to strive towards moral and religious 
perfection (i.c., to them, the complete observance of the Divine 
Law), (2) that God had given man free-will and the power to fulfil 
the Law, but that, (3) because of the Yetzer, God had made it difficult 
for him to do so, and (4) that for the immense majority of Israelites 
a complete observance of the Law was impossible. Therefore, (5) 
both God’s help in that observance must be always prayed for, 
and (6) man must always be on his guard against temptation and 
sin, while (7) God’s grace and forgiveness (and his love for Israel !) 
would always be required. Moreover, to the Eabbis the Law 
represented an odd combination which it is almost impossible for 
an orthodox Lutheran to appreciate or even to understand. On 
the one hand, the Law was, as Paul said (though the Eabbis could 
and would never have said it or understood it), * the strength of 
sin.’ That is to say, goodness meant the keeping of the Law and 
sin meant its violation. The Law said. Thou shalt, and thou shalt 
not, and because the Israelite does not, and could not always, do, 
and refrain from doing, all that the Law ordains and forbids, there- 
fore, in a certain sense, it is the Law which causes his sins. But 
(8) — ^and here is the amazing thing, so ignored by Paul, so im- 
possible for any disciple of Paul to appreciate — the Law, if it causes 
the poison of sin, also supplies the medicine and the antidote ! 
Study the Law, meditate on the Law, love the Law, rejoice in the 
Law, and the Law will give you — such was the divine intention in 
giving it — ^the strength you require to fulfil it. The Law, being 
divine, is almost alive ! God fills the Law with his grace ; he makes 
the Law provide the medicine and the stimulus whereby the solicita- 
tions of the Yetzer are overcome. The theory rests upon a view of 
the Law which knowledge and criticism have, in my opinion, made 
impossible, but its nobility and efficacy, given the belief, cannot be 
gainsaid. My own criticism would lie in a different direction. It 
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is that though, for practical purposes, the rather see-sawy doctrine 
of the Babbis was healthy and adequate, it was somewhat too 
childish and too unsystematic. The Eabbis seem hardly to realize 
the enormous difficulty, complexity, and significance of the 
subjects with which they, so summarily, so casually, and so in- 
consistently deal. If only they could all have been made to go 
through a careful course of Greek philosophy, how immensely they 
would have gained 1 Paul’s soteriology may be one-sided, but it 
is profound ; theirs is more many-sided, but it is too slight. And 
the same defect I find in some modem Jewish students of the Babbis 
at the present day. Great subjects like sin, atonement, salvation, 
forgiveness, need more than separate and disconnected sentences. 
They need, I should have thought, systematic disquisitions. 

I will now, with S.B. for guide, add a few more quotations to 
those I have already given. When Samuel was ‘ called up ’ by the 
witch of Endor, he said, ‘ Why hast thou disquieted me ’ ? The 
Midrash remarks, Samuel said, ‘ I was alarmed lest the Day of 
Judgment had come, and I was afraid.’ If Samuel, the leader (pn) 
of aU the prophets, was afraid of the Day of Judgment, how much 
more should the rest of the sons of men be ! (Tanch., Emor, 171 b.) 
(Would B. entirely repudiate the Dies irae ? and ‘ quid sum miser 
tunc dicturus, quum vix justus sit securus ? ’) Per contra, if a man 
keeps himself from a transgression three times, God keeps him away 
from it henceforward. So said one Babbi ; but another said. Only 
it he does not return to it. Apparently this very oddly worded 
qualification (which seems to be rather a direct negative than a 
qualification) means that God will usually keep him from further 
sin, or that God will keep him from further sm, unless he very 
strongly determines to embark upon sin, for the verse in Ecclesiastes 
is quoted : ‘ A triple cord is not easily broken.’ It does not say 
(the passage goes on to remark) that the cord is never broken ; it 
only says that it is not easily broken. If you press it too hard, it 
breaks («*in pDfiD nnitDD pK). (Jer. Peahi. i6b.) We note how 
the Babbis play about with the subject ; how undogmatic they are, 
how unsystematic. We may note too how easily they pass from a 
theological way of looking at the matter (‘ God will keep a man from 
sin ’) to a psychological way of looking at it. A habit of virtue is 
likely to be formed if, e,g,, temptation occurs three times and is 
thrice resisted. ‘ B. Elazar bar Azariah said, Woe to us because 
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oftheDayof Judgment, woe to US for the day of rebuke. . . . How 
shall men be able to stand before God, who is judge and lord of 
judgment, when he sits upon the throne of judgment and judges us 
all ? ’ (Genesis E., Vayiggash, xciii. ii on xlv. 9 ad fin.). Neverthe- 
less, the righteous are supposed to die in joyous expectation of the 
beatitude of the world to come, for God reveals it to them before 
they pass away. (Gen. E., Chaye Sara, Ixii. 2 on xxv. 8.) The 
identification of moral and religious perfection with fulfilling the 
Law (here, I think, S.B. are not without a little justification in their 
attacks) sometimes leads to a rather mechanical conception of good- 
ness and badness. God keeps an account against every man ; a man is 
‘ good * if the laws he has fulfilled are more numerous than the laws 
he has broken ; if he has more good entries and marks against his 
name than bad ones ; all is reckoned according to the amoimt of 
the deed ; a hundred fulfilments against ninety-nine violations : 
you are righteous ; a hundred violations against ninety-nine fulfil- 
ments : you are guilty. No doubt the weight, i.e. the gravity and 
importance, of the particular laws which a man fulfils and violates 
are also taken into ‘ account.’ E. Akiba said, ‘ Everything is fore- 
seen, yet freedom of choice is given ; and the world is judged by 
grace, yet all is according to the amount of the work. He used to 
say, Everything is given on pledge, and a net is spread for all the 
living : the shop is open ; and the dealer gives credit ; and the 
ledger lies open ; and the hand writes ; and whosoever wishes to 
borrow may come and borrow ; but the collectors regularly make 
their daily round, and exact pajnnent from man whether he be 
content or not ; and they have that whereon they can rely in their 
demand ; and the judgment is a judgment of truth ; and every- 
thing is prepared for the feast ’ (Aboth iii. 19-20 ; P.B. p. 194). 
(Note, however, ‘ the world is judged by grace.’) And E. Elazar 
Hakkappar said, ‘Everything is according to the reckoning’ 
(]i: 3 trnn ^e^). (Aboth iv. 29 ; P.B. p. 198.) The passage in Kid- 
dushin 40 b {init.) is well known. It runs thus : ‘ The Eabbis teach : 
Let a man always regard himself as half guilty (3^m) and half 
meritorious (^«dt or “ pure ”). Then if he executes one (more) 
command happy is he, for he has inclined himself to the side of 
merit ; if he commit one (more) sin, woe to him, for he has inclined 
himself to the side of guilt ; as it is said, a “ sinner can destroy much 
good ” (Ecc. ix. 18) ; by the one sin which he has committed he has 
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destroyed much good from himself. B. Elazar b. B. Simon said, 
The world is judged by the majority, and the individual is judged 
by the majority inw) ; if he does one commandment (a good 
deed), happy is he, for he has inclined himself and all the world to 
the side of merit ; if he commit one sin, woe to him, for he has 
inclined himself and the world to the side of guilt.’ This sounds 
horribly mechanical, but I am not sure that thiugs were anything 
like as bad as they sound. The odd mixture of particularism and 
legalism, on the one side, of true prophetic doctrine, of high ap- 
preciation of human repentance and divine compassion, on the 
other side (without any notice of the dissonance), is well shown 
in some passages in Pesikta B. (185 b and 186 a), which are also 
quoted in S.B. (hi. pp. 202, 203). The simple Babbinic doctrine 
is given in the Midrash on the Psalms ad he, ‘ If a man does com- 
plete repentance n^iK^n), so that his heart is uprooted within 

him {^^hy mpj; God forgives him.’ But, over and above 

repentance, there is the Day of Atonement, and so we get these 
passages in the Pesikta Eabbathi : ‘ Happy are the men to 
whom God imputes not guilt. Who are these ? They are those 
whose transgressions God forgives. They are the Israelites who 
are made pure (meritorious, p«DT) on the Day of Atonement, who 
specify (□’•CDlfi) all their sins, and Grod forgives them.’ Again, ‘ He 
who observes a self-pollution on the Day of Atonement, let him 
wash himself in the usual way ; only let him wash himself in a 
secret or lonely) place, for nothing is more beloved by God 
than humility (ni7'»:v) (chastity, lowliness, purity), as it is said, 
walk humbly before thy God. . . . And it says, On this day he 
will make an atonement for you to clean you, from all your sins 
shall he clean you. Dost thou say, So, too, he cleans another nation ? 
No : he does thus to Israel only. ^ He forgives Israel only.’ ‘ On the 
Day of Atonement, Satan comes to accuse Israel, and he enumer- 
ates their sins. He says, Lord of the World, there are adulterers 
among the nations, and also in Israel ; there are thieves among the 
nations, and also in Israel. God enumerates the merits (good deeds) 
of Israel. He takes the handle of the scales, and weighs the merits 
against the sins, and the two are equal in weight, and the scales 
hang down equally. Then Satan goes to find (some more) iniquities, 
and to put them in the pan of guilt so as to make it go down. What 
does God do 1 Before Satan returns, Gk>d takes the iniquities from 

N 
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the pan and hides them under his purple. Satan returns, and finds 
no iniquities there, as it is said. The iniquity of Israel shall be 
sought for, and there is none. (Jeremiah 1 . 20.) Then Satan says. 
Lord of the World, Thou hast taken away ( = also forgiven) the 
sin of thy people : wonderful ! * S.B. quote these passages, but 
they do not seem fully to realize that the mind which they dis- 
close, the religion which they reveal, are by no means a merely 
mechanical or outward mind and religion. The religion may be 
something of a medley, even as so many of our minds and moods 
are to-day ; it may be too simple and naive ; but it is far from 
meriting the harsh condemnation which S.B. mete out to it. The 
attempt to make God’s grace or compassion prevail over the 
mechanical weighing of good deeds against bad frequently occurs. 
The entire passage in Jer. Kiddushin 61 d from the citation of the 
Mishnaic sentence, ‘ He who does one good deed,’ etc., to the end 
of Section 1, is very curious and worth reading. The French 
translation of Schwab (Vol. ix. pp. 236-239) makes the intricate 
reasoning fairly clear. Bits of the passage are given in various 
places in S.B. For the world to come a majority of good deeds 
makes a man inherit Paradise, a majority of sins makes a nian 
inherit Gehinnom. How, then, about him whose good and bad 
deeds are equal ? One Eabbi said, ‘ God quickly tears away 
(cjlDin) one of the sins, so that the merits prevail.’ Another said, 
‘ Thine, 0 Lord, is mercy, for thou requitest a man according to his 
work ; but if he has not (enough), then thou givest him from thine. 
("]nn p God inclines towards mercy.’ 

S.B. add rather churlishly, ‘ God’s mercy {Gnade) only comes into 
play at the judgment in the case of the in-between men, whose 
merits and sins are in equipoise.’ But this is hardly fair. Such 
sentences as the last two have a wider significance. The Rabbis 
unconsciously struggle against the letter which, as casuists, they love, 
and which, as legalists, they are bound to adore. Their deepest 
thoughts rise above their mechanical dicta. We cannot imagine 
Jesus saying such things as the Rabbis say about the ‘ majority ’ 
of good deeds and bad, and the equipoise, and the extra ' one ’ in 
either pan of the scales. He could not have spoken such mechanical 
trivialities, yet, on the other hand, the deeper thought of the Rabbis 
is not alien to his own. In the famous passage in Rosh ha-Shanah 
16 b, 17 a, it is probable that the ‘ in-j^tween ’ people are by no 
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means merely those who are precisely half good and half bad ; they 
are rather the great mass of men who are neither very good or very 
bad (jmD:). It is towards these that, according to the school 
of Hillel, God is merciful. In the school of R. Ishmael it was said, 
‘ God passes over sin by sin, for this is Ids nature.’ (jliStKi 
mDH “131 Eaba, however, did apparently limit God’s 

mercy to the case of merit and guilt being equal. But these limiting 
utterances do not appear to be as important as those which imply 
that God will do much more than only be merciful to those whose 
merits and sins, whose good deeds and bad deeds, precisely equal 
one another. How often one comes across passages like these : 
‘ Israel says, God of my righteousness ; it is thine to justify me ; 
even it I have no merit (ni 3 T), act towards me charitably * (play 
on and = justice, charity, justify). (Midrash Psalms 

iv. I, 20 b.) ‘ If we have merit, act with us accordingly, if not 
act with charity and mercy ’ (do. 2). Or, again, ‘ David said to 
God, Some come before thee in the strength of the Law and of their 
good deeds ; but I have no strength before thee ; I come as a 
poor man who seeks charity (alms, charity, righteousness, npHV), 
even as it says, As for me, I shall behold thy face in righteousness ’ 
(do. on xvii. 14, 67 b). I hope it is not prejudice if I feel that 
in such a passage as this last, which, so far, I have not found in 
S.B., the true genius of Rabbinism is more apparent than in the 
mechanical and legalistic trivialities. (Cp. on Luke xvii. 7~io.) 
Anyway, both sets of passages must be taken into account, and 
not only the trivialities, in making up our final estimate of the 
religion. (Cp, Midrash Psalms cxli. i, 265 b, cxix. 123, 250 b. Also 
Genesis R., '’^n, lx. 2 on xxiv. 12 ad init,, quoted on p. 363.) Very 

significant is the famous passage in Tanchuma B. xvi., Ki Tissa, 58 b. 
‘ Rabbi Yose b. Chalafta said. It does not say “ Behold I am in this 
place,” but it says, “ Behold there is a place by me ” (Ex. xxxiii. 
21), that is, my place is non-essential to me, but I am essential to 
my place. And it says, “ I will cause aU my goodness to pass 
before thee ” (Ex. xxxiii. 19) ; that is, my goodness is the attribute 
of reward, but aU my goodness includes also the attribute of justice ’ 
(punishment. This is translated from an emended text). ‘ Then 
Grod showed Moses all the treasuries of rewards laid up for the 
righteous, and Moses said. Whose treasure store is this ? God said. 
It is for those who give alms. And Moses said. And whose is this 1 
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It is for those who rear orphans. So he reviewed treasury after 
treasury, until Moses saw a big treasure store, and he asked God 
for whom it was laid up. And Gbd said. If a man has, I give him 
of his own, and for him who has not I do it out of grace (or gratis), 
for it is said, I will be gracious to whom I will be gracious.’ Man’s 
free-will is limited in fact, though unlimited in theory. It is never 
too late to mend ; the power to repent is always there./^ 

Per contra, the responsibility for sin is never removed. But the 
evil Yetzer is a sore burden and a heavy trial. It is true that the 
Yetzer grows by the encouragement which is given it. At first as 
thin as a spider’s web, it becomes at last as thick as a cart rope. 
At first a passing guest, it becomes at last master of the house. On 
the one hand, God is represented as throwing the full responsibility, 
so to speak, upon man for his yielding to the solicitations of the 
Yetzer ; on the other hand, God is represented as repenting that he 
ever created the Yetzer , which presumably means that he feels that 
he has imposed upon man a struggle too sore for him, a burden too 
hard. And, from the human side, man is represented as complain- 
ing that (xod expects man to ‘ be good ’ (i.6. to fulfil the commands 
of the Law), whereas it is Grod who, by creating the Yetzer^ has 
made it almost impossible for man to execute all the divine behests. 
S.B.’s quotations in excursus 19 (pp. 466-483), as well as the 
quotations and references in Moore and in F. C. Porter’s excellent 
essay (‘ The Yetzer Hara : a Study in the Jewish Doctrine of Sin,’ in 
Biblical and Semitic Studies from Yale University, 1901), give the 
supporting material for all these statements. As to human re- 
sponsibility, and man’s duty and power to cope with and master 
the Yetzer, some passages have already been dted. It is constantly 
repeated : ‘ If you would say the Yetz^ is not in my power, the 
reply is : It has been entrusted to you (Isaiah xxvi. 3), and it was 
written of old in the Law, Its desire is toward you (i.e. to enslave 
you), but you must rule over it ’ (Gen. iv. 3). (Genesis R., 
xxu. 6 on iv. 6.) There is a curious passage in Tanchuma, 
Bereshith, 4 b, which S.B. quote in full (iv. p. 469) : ‘ If you say. Why 
did God create the Yetzer ? Or, No man can keep himself (from 
the power of the Yetzer), the reply is : Why does a child of five, 
six, seven, eight or nine years not sin, but only at ten years and 
upwards ? He himself makes his Yetzer big. You make your 
Yetzer had. Why did you, when you were a child, not sin ? But 
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when you grew up, you sinned. There are many things in the 
world harder and bitterer than the Yetzer, such as lupin, mustard 
and capers, but by soaking them in water, etm, you know how to 
make them soft and sweet. If the bitter thmgs which I have 
created you can make sweet to meet your own needs, how much 
more the Yetzer which has been delivered into your hand.’ On the 
other side, that God is grieved or repents to have created the 
Yetzer is frequently stated. (Sukkah 52 b and many parallels.) 
Famous and familiar is the passage : ‘ Wretched is the yeast which 
its creator himself testifies to be evil. Wretched is the plant 
which the gardener himself calls bad. Wretched is the dough 
which the baker himself testifies to be evil ’ (Gen. R., Noah, 
xxxiv, 10 on viii. 21). And no less well known is Berachoth 17 a, 
how a Rabbi waa wont to add to the conclusion of his (statutory) 
prayer ; ‘ Lom of the universe ! It is revealed and known before 
thee that it is our will to perform thy will ; but what stands in the 
way ? The leaven that is in the dough, and the servitude of the 
kingdoms. May it be thy will to deliver us from their hand, so that 
we may again perform the statutes of thy will with a perfect heart ’ 
(Dr. Cohen’s translation, p. 109). God says, ^ If I had not created 
the evil Yetzer in man, he would not have rebelled against me. It 
is I who put the bad leaven in the dough ’ (Gen. R., Bereshith, xxvii. 
I on vi. 6; Tanchuma B. iv., Noah, 15 b. The second passage 
makes God almost admit that he made a mistake, ^ even as a man 
grieves when he has done evil.’) Though the purpose of the Yetzer 
being created is often said to that man may conquer it, and by 
the conquest win merit and reward, the Israelites, in one remarkable 
passage (S.B. iii. 112), far too long to quote, are represented as 
sa3dng. We want neither the Yetzer nor the reward (the game is 
not worth the candle). I have already quoted the touching prayer 
of R. Tanchuma ( Jer. Berachoth, iv. § 2, 7 d) : ‘ May it be thy 
0 God, that thou shouldst break the yoke of the evil Yetzer, and 
remove it from our hearts. For thou hast created us to do thy will, 
and our duty it is to do thy will ; thou deshest it, and we desire 
it ; and what prevents ? The yeast in the dough. It is revealed 
and known before thee that there is no power in us to resist it (the 
Yetaer), May it be thy will, 0 God, that thou cause it to be quiet 
within us, and that thou subdue it within us, and we will do thy 
will as our will with a perfect heart.’ Here we find Rabbi Tanchuma 
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asking Grod’s help, and that was also the daily prayer of every Jew : 
‘ Subdue our Yetzer,^ which can only mean, hdp u$ to subdue our 
Yetzer, But God has given the Israelite the means wherewith to 
subdue it. The divine help is, as it were, made concrete, and lies 
to the Israelite’s hand. It is the study and the practice of the Law. 
If the Law by saying, ‘ Thou shalt and thou shalt not,’ stirs up the 
Yetzer to resist and oppose God’s will, it also affords the remedy. 
The Law might say in the words of the supreme poet : ‘ So that 
myself bring water to my stain.’ This is the real soteriology of the 
Eabbis : free-will, yes ; but also (i) God’s compassion, both directly 
and through the Day of Atonement, and then (2) the Law ! Turn 
your thought toward God’s holy word and will ; seek, when tempta- 
tion comes, to do some command : study a page of the Torah, and 
the Yetzer will be weakened and conquerable. The passages on 
these lines are too numerous to quote. But they all tend to one 
conclusion : ‘ The evil Yetzer has no power over against the Law, 
and he who has the Law in his heart, over him the Yetzer has no 
power’ (Midrash Psalms cxix. (7), verse ii, 246b). If the evil 
Yetzer meets you and attacks you, draw it into the house of study. 
‘Feed it with the bread of the Law’ (Mid. Psalms xxxiv. (2), 
verse 23, 124 a). And so on and so on. Many more passages 
are given in S.B. iv. 176, 477. Quite simple and trenchant is the 
saying : ‘ God has created the evil Yetzer^ but he has also created 
the Law as a spice (against it) ’ (pSnn). (Baba Batra 16 a.) Most im- 
portant of all is the passage in Sifre 82 b (cp. Kiddushin 30 b) : ‘ The 
words of the Law are likened to a medicme (dd) of life. Like a 
king, who inflicted a big wound upon his son, and he put a plaster 
(n^tDl) upon his wound. He said. My son, so long as this plaster 
is on your wound, eat and drink what you like, and wash m cold or 
warm water, and you will suffer no harm. But if you remove it, 
you will get a bad boil (^D'J). So God says to the Israelites, I 
created within you the evil Yetzer^ but I created the Law as a drug 
(p^ 3 n). As long as you occupy yourselves with the Law, the 
Yetzer will not rule over you. But if you do not occupy yourselves 
with the Torah, then you wiQ be delivered into the power of the 
Yetzer^ and all its activity will be against you.’ That the Rabbis 
did not mean that the mere occupation or study of the Law would 
be a sort of outward charm may be gathered from a passage where 
it says : ‘ Woe to the Disciples of the Wise who occupy themselves 
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with the Torah, but have no fear of Grod. Woe to him who has 
no house, but makes a door for it. R. Joshua b. Levi said, Is his 
intent pure (n^t) (be he worthy), the Law is made for him a medicine 
of life : if it is not, it is made for him a medicme of death.’ Or, as 
Raba put it, ‘ For him who knows how to use it aright (n^ piK) it 
is a drug of life ; if he does not, it is for him a drug of death.’ (Yoma 
72 b.) Resh Lakish said, in reference to Psalm xix. 9, ‘ The word 
of the Lord is pure (neny) : If his intent is pure, the Law purifies 
him to life, if his intent is not pure, it purifies him to death ’ (do.). 
‘ If the scholar is worthy, the Torah will distil on him as dew, but 
if he is not, it will drop on him as rain ’ (i.e. the learning will harm 
him, as a heavy rain harms the crop) ; ‘ if a man studies the Torah for 
its own sake, it becomes to him an elixir (dd) of life ; if he studies 
the Torah not for its own sake, it becomes to him a deadly poison * 
(DlDn dd). (Taanithy a, inDr. Malter’s rendering, p.40.) The Law 
is the true antidote to the Yetzer^ but the antidote must be rightly 
used. Practice is the condition of right study. The finest medicine 
falsely used can become a poison. Such is Rabbinic soteriology. 
Can it rightly be so sharply opposed to the soteriology of Jesus ? 
I hardly think so. ^ 

The real point of difference between B. and myself — where I 
think B. does the Rabbis an injustice — ^is in refusing to allow that 
what we may call the spiritual sayings and adages of the Rabbis are 
any the less an indication of their complete and general point of view 
than their outward minutiae and legal casuistry. The two formed a 
whole — a strange whole, doubtless, to me as well as to B., but none the 
less a whole. The spiritual sayings did not flow from their troubled 
hearts as an attempted, but unsuccessful, corrective to the legalisms 
and the casuistry, but quite naturally as an expression of their 
actual feelings, and also with complete unconsciousness that these 
utterances were inconsistent, or, at bottom, unharmonizable, with 
the utmost ceremonial exactitude. R. Elazar said, ‘Always let 
a man test (lID^) himself : if he can direct his heart {ph riK piD^), let 
hiTTi pray ; if he caimot, let him not pray ’ (Berachoth 30 b). Yet 
I suppose R. Elazar would have been shocked if a disciple had not 
worshipped at the statutory times. ‘ Grod demands the heart ’ 
(Sanhedrin 106 b) — a favourite and well-known Rabbinic saying — 
but he demands also the outward deed. Nevertheless, the deter- 
mining point is the Kawwanah (devotion) of the heart. Kawwanah 
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is, indeed, a remarkable term, and let us remember that this familiar 
word, and the idea which it expresses, are the creation of these legal 
Rabbis. 

The Rabbinic conception of Kawwanah has a Biblical basis, but 
is an original development. It is one of the conceptions or creations 
by means of which the Rabbis attempted to prevent the obvious 
dangers of legalism. It should be taken in connection with the 
noble term lishmah, ^ for its own sake,’ or again in connection with 
the ideal that all the injunctions of the Law must be carried out 
in love 01 from love. The substantive Kawwanah (not found in the 
O.T.) is derived from the Biblical verb kun^ and the conception 
starts from such Biblical passages as Job xi. 13, * If thou direct thy 
heart ’ ; or i Sam. vii. 3, ‘ If ye direct your hearts unto the Lord ’ ; 
or 2 Ch. XXX. 19, * May the Lord pardon everyone who directs his 
heart to seek God ’ ; or Ezra vii. 10, ‘ Ezra had directed his heart to 
seek the law of the Lord.’ To direct the heart or the mind (npi) 
towards some end, or towards the deliberate execution of some 
coi^Bnand, became a very common Rabbinic term. Its general 
meaning is ‘ intention,’ ‘ purpose.’ Together with a fine ethical 
development of the idea (especially in the derived substantive), 
there went also a certain amount of casuistry. It is clear, and all 
Rabbis^ would agree in this, that to fulfil a command with the full 
intention of fulfilling it, keeping, as it were, one’s mind fixed upon 
what dne is doiag, is much better than to fulfil it carelessly, in a 
casual sort of way, or lettiug one’s mind wander. Nevertheless, 
from the strictly legal point of view, it can be argued that a com- 
mand performed is a command performed. The question, therefore, 
arose : is Kawwaruih, in its primary meaning of full and deliberate 
int^tion, necessary for the execution of a command ? Has a man 
fiilfiUed his obligation if he has, indeed, executed the command, but 
executed it without Kawwanah, without concentration, or deliberate 
intent ? Opinions were divided. Thus Raba said (Rosh ha- 
Shanah 28 a) that JIaww;awaA is not necessary (.1:113 pny niYD). 
But the more general view seems to have been that even for sheer 
Lgal performance, i.e. for the needful minimum, intention was 
required. So T. Rosh ha-Shanah (iii. 6 fin., p. 212) sums up and 
decides. ‘ All depends upon the intention of the heart ’ (= mind). 
{ 3 ^n n:ii 3 in« ^^in ^3.1 pn). So too in Erubin 95 b {Jm,), 
96 a {inii.), in a long and highly casuistical debate about * intention ’ 
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in connection with laying the Tefillin. So in the Mishnah Megillah 
ii. I, about reading the book of Esther on Purim. If a man copies 
the scroll, or studies it or corrects it, he has only fulfilled his obligation 
(hv) if he intended thus to fulfil it D«), but not otherwise. 

Where the purely legal point of the opus operatum was not in 
question, the minimum amount required for the bare, but yet legal, 
performance — ^where, in other words, the moral aspect of the matter 
was being taught, the Babbis spoke with no uncertain voice. * A 
man ought to direct his eyes and heart and ears to the words of the 
Law, as God says to Ezekiel about the temple (xliv. 5). If in the 
case of a temple which can be seen by the eye and measured by the 
hand, ears and eyes and heart must be directed collected ” in the 
religious sense) how much more for the words of the Law, 

which are as mountains which hang upon a hair ’ (Sifre, 140 b). 
The teaching that God reckons the honest intention to perform a 
command, which a man is prevented from fulfilling hj force majeure 
or unavoidable accident, as equivalent to the enjoined action, is 
indicative of the same point of view. (Berachoth 6 a ; Eiddushin 
40 a.) n:iti^nD.) So too is the famous adage at the end of 

a familiar passage : ‘ It was a favourite saying of the Rabbis of 
Jabneh : I am a creature [of God], and my neighbour is also His 
creature ; my work is in the city, and his in the field ; I rise early 
to my work, and he rises early to his. As he cannot excel in my 
work, so I cannot excel in his work. But perhaps thou sayest, 
“ I do great things and he small things 1 ” We have learnt that 
[it matters not whether] one does much or little, if only he direct his 
heart to Heaven ' (Berachoth 17 a. Dr. Cohen's translation, p. in). 
It was, perhaps, with the idea of fulfilling each command with due 
reverence and intention that the order was coined, ‘ One should not 
perform the commands in heaps ' (ni^'Dn niVD plrijr p«). 

(Berachoth 49 a and par. Cp. Ziegler ii. p. 152.) 

But it was in relation to prayer that the word Kawwanah was 
most frequently used, and was most excellently developed. For 
here it passed from meaning merely intention or purpose to meaning 
devotion, or rather to meaning that frame of mind which in German 
is called AndacU, and for which we in English have no exact equiva- 
lent. It is true that here too, as regards the statutory reading of the 
Shema and of the Amidah, disputes arose, and casuistry found a 
happy field as to how much of the Shema and of the Benedictions 
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required Kawwanah, and how much might legally be said without 
it. (Berachoth 13 a and 13 b,) But, here again, these discussions 
refer only to legal minima. The general ethical and religious view 
is reflected in the saying : ‘ Prayer needs Kawwaimh ’ (Jer. Bera- 
choth iv. 1,7a). (n:n3 nsny n^'sn.) So too in the verbal form. ‘He 
who prays must direct his heart ’ (T. Berachoth iii. 4, p. 6). We 
may also note the passage already quoted on xvi. 7 : ‘ The pious 
men of old used to wait an hour, and then say the TefiUah, in order 
to direct their heart to their Father in heaven ’ (Mishnah Berachoth 
V. l). Again, ‘ He who makes his voice heard during prayer is of 
the small of faith. Rab Huna said : This teaching applies only 
to one who is able to direct his heart when whispering [the words 
of prayer] ; but if he is unable to do so, he is permitted [to pray 
aloud]. This holds good only of one praying alone ; but with a 
congregation it would cause disturbance to others ’ (Berachoth 24 b ; 
Dr. Cohen’s translation, p. 159). ‘ If a man is ridiug on an ass 
(and the time for prayer comes), if there is anyone who can hold his 
ass, let him get off and pray ; but if not, let him remain on the ass 
and pray. Rabbi said : In either case let him remain on the ass and 
pray ; the only important thing (ns^Di) is that his heart should 
be directed * (pi3D). (T. Berachoth iii. 18, p. 8, top.) This ruling 

is repeated in Tanchuma in the form, ‘ Let him get off his ass and 
pray; but if he cannot get off, since his mind would not be 
calm (natJ^VD) within him because of his money which is on the ass, 
or because he is afraid of gentiles or of robbers, then let him pray on 
the ass. For as Rabbi Yochanan said. He who prays must have his 
mind calm within him ; then let him pray before God. Abba Saul 
said. If a man has directed his mind in prayer, he may be confident 
that his prayer is heard.’ (Tanchuma, Chaye Sarahs ad inU. p. 28 b). 
It is a fine thing, when one comes to think of it, that in a regular 
legal code like the Mishnah one should find the rule : ‘ Should a 
man be reading in the Torah [the section of the Shema], and the 
time of reciting the Shema arrived, if he directed his heart, he has 
fulfilled his obligation ’ (Berachoth ii. i ; Cohen, p. 82). Because 
it says in Deut. vi. 6, ‘ These words shall be upon thy heart,’ 
Akiba held that the whole section (vi. 4-9) even legally required 
Kawwanah ; others held that Kawwanah was legally required only 
up to the word ‘ heart,’ or even only up to the word ‘ one.’ It 
is also said, ‘ One who says the Te^lah must direct his heart to 
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each benediction ; but if unable to do so to each one, he must at 
least direct his heart to one ’ (Berachoth 34 b). The Rabbis made 
concessions to the weakness of human nature. But their feeling 
and desire are contained in E. Meir’s dictum : ‘ All depends upon the 
Kawwanah of the heart ’ (Dnain jn ]n 2 hn in«). (Megillah 
20 a.) More generally, Rab said ‘ He whose mind (inyi) is not 
calm {vhy ) should not pray.* ‘ R. Chanina was wont not 

to pray when he was irritated ’ (nni). (Erubinbs a.) ‘Grod said to 
the priests, Not because I ordered you to bless the people (Numbers 
vi. 24-27) are you to bless them with compulsion and in confusion, 
but you must bless them in devotion of heart (:j^n so that 

the blessing may be fulfilled unto them ’ (Tanchuma, Naso, p. 197 a 
ad Jin.). In the many stories about praying for rain in Taanith 
it is said in one place, ‘ Let us come together with minds directed, 
perhaps if the congregation breaks its heart, rain will come * (25 a) 
(NitsD N“n 3 v nam I may finally 

quote a pretty passage in Canticles R. (viii. § ii, 2 on viii. 13) which 
runs thus : * When the Israelites are collected in their synagogues, and 
read the Shema with devotion (nyin pVDD), and harmoniously and 
with intelligence {nyi2), and with the same tones (accents, "iRK D7Dl), 
then Grod says to them, Thou that dwellest in the gardens, I and 
my family listen to thy voice ; but when Israel read the Shema 
with inattention (confusion) (njnn and when they do not 

say the same words at the same time, but one is before, and the 
other behind, and when they show no devotion in the reading of 
the Shema, then the Holy Spirit laments and says. Flee away, my 
beloved, like the gazelle (zdbi) ; that is, let the angelic hosts (zd>a) 
retire within the highest heaven of heavens.* (There is a good 
essay on Kawwanah by Rabbi H, G. Enelow in Studies in Jewish 
Literature, issued in honour of Kaufmann Kohler, 1913, pp. 82-107. 
Dr. Enelow shows the fine development and use of the word and 
the conception in post-Talmudic Jewish literature.) I might just 
mention the frequent use of the phrase, ‘ I am here intent on ’ doing 
such and such a command (jiDD '•ilJn), as, e.g., in the late prayer 
on laying the TefiUin in Singer, Prayer Booh, p. 15, or in the late 
prayer on taking the Lulab, where the Hebrew is in the passive 
form, jj’iD Service of the Synagogue, Tabernacles, ed. Davis, 
P- 95. 

‘ He who does not fulfil the Torah for its own sake, it were 
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better for him that he had never been bom ^ (Berachoth 17 a). 
Here we have that other great creation of the Rabbis, lishmah, 

* for its own sake ’ — a phrase which, because, I suppose, of its 
exceeding commonness and simplicity. Levy left out of his great 
Dictionary, and it had to be added on in the little Supplement. 
And yet how remarkable it is, and how significant, and how native 
to the Rabbinic soil. And again we see how oddly common 
sense mingles with the Rabbinic idealism. To act lishmah is as 
different from acting without lishmah as chalk from cheese. And 
yet how often do we have the remark that it is better to fulfil 
the Law without lishmah than not at all, because if we fulfil it 
often enough with a lower motive (i.e. without lishmah) we may 
end by fulfilling it from the one and only right motive {lishmah). 
That this is the one and only right motive is indicated, not 
only in the paradox of Berachoth 17 a, but also in the odd 
saying of R. Nachman b. Isaac, that a sin which is done lishmah 
is better than a command done not lishmah \ that is, a sin 
with good intent is better than a command not done for its own 
sake. This view the Gremara criticizes by the remark : ‘ Say they 
are equal, but not that the sin is superior.’ (Nazir 23 b). Certainly 
all the Rabbis would have agreed with R. Alexandri, who said, 

* He who occupies himself with the Law for its own sake makes 
peace in the world below and in the heavens above ’ (Sanhedrin 
99 b). And lishmah implies love, just as love implies lishmah. 
The man who acts from love acts lishmah and vice versa. He 
cares for doing God’s will and not, primarily, for the rewards of 
doing it. (Abodah Zarah 19 a.) Again, to act from love is to act 
for God’s sake. ‘ Execute the commands for the sake of their 
Creator, and speak of them for their own sake, and make them not 
a crown wherewith to exalt thyself, or an axe with which to dig ’ 
(Nedarim 62 a). The Law is a joy and a glory. The words, ‘ This 
book of the Law shall not depart out of thy mouth, but thou shalt 
meditate thereon day and night,’ are not a duty or a command ; 
they are a blessing. (Menachoth 99 b.) That saying of R. Jonathan’s 
occurs a few pages before the more familiar ; ' It matters not 
whether your offering be much or little, so long as your heart is 
directed to heaven ’ (do. no a). We may compare the not less 
familiar story in Leviticus Rabba iii. 5 on Lev. ii, i : ‘ A woman 
once brought a handful of meal as an offering. The priest despised 
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it. He said, What is that for an offering, what is there in it for 
eating, what for a sacrifice ? But in a dream it was said to the 
priest, Despise her not ; but reckon it as if she had offered herself 
as a sacrifice.’ (n^npn Playing upon the verbal fact 

that in Lev. ii. i the Hebrew word for “ anyone ” is nefesh (literally, 
“ soul,” “ life,” “ person ”), the Midrash goes on to say : * If in 
regard to anyone who does not sacrifice himself, the word ntfesh 
is used, how much more fitly of one who does* In Ecclesiastes 
R. on iv. 6 {fin,) it is said that God prefers one handful of free-will 
offering of the poor to the heap of incense which is offered by the 
high priest. ‘ What is the peculiarity of the meal offering that 
the word nefesh is used in respect of it (in Lev. ii. i) ? Who is wont 
to bring a meal offering ? The poor ? I reckon it, says God, as 
if he offered himself before me ’ (Yalkut on Lev. ii. i, § 447). 
These last three quotations are given by S.B. on Mark xii. 43. 
‘God says, An offering is only then my offering if you bring it 
freely and with good intent (n^liaai ; if you bring it by 

compulsion (oilKl), it is a mere burning, and it does me no honour.’ 
R. Isaac said that it is a matter of good breeding and propriety 
(fi« l“n) that he who executes a command should do it with a joy- 
ful heart. (Lev. R., Behar, xxxiv. 8 on xxv. 39.) The piety of 
the Rabbis and their simplicity are well shown in such a passage 
as this : ‘ They who study the Law in order to puff themselves 
up by it, and not for God’s sake, and who hope for their reward in 
this world, are the haughty doers of Psalm xxxi. 23. They who 
occupy themselves with the Torah for God’s sake, and look for 
their reward only in the world to come are those who “hope in the 
Lord ” of verse 24.’ (Midrash Ps. xxxi. (9), verse 24, I2I a.) Or 
again : ‘ R. Nehemiah said, Even when we practise charity, we must 
be ashamed, when we look upon our deeds. At no moment can we 
come (before God) with a strong arm (i.e, trusting to our merits 
and deeds) unless in the time when we give our tenths. And why 
then ? Because it says in Deut. xxvi. 12, Look down from thy 
holy dwelling (in the passage about the tithing).’ There is a playful 
element in all this, but also a vein of deep seriousness ; oidy one 
must have the tact to discriminate between the playfulness and the 
seriousness. (Exodus R., Ki Tissa, xli. on xxxi. i, 2 init. Cp. 
Puerst’s note to Wuensche’s translation (p. 285), on p. 383.) Moses, 
the greatest of the prophets, approached God only with supplica- 
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tion. His prayer was supplication. (Deut. iii. 23.) Hence we may 
learn that man can ask for grace only. (The Hebrew words for sup- 
plication and grace are practically the same.) 

(Deut. E., Fa-ei-cAawwan, ii. i on iii. 23.) Have not 
those five simple Hebrew words — ^the creature has nothing (to claim) 
before his Creator — quite a Pauline ring ? Nevertheless, a little 
later on Moses can say, ‘ K I may enter the land by justice (jn) 
(on my merits), let me do so ; if not, let me enter it through thy 
grace (gratis). For God (Exodus xxxiii. 19) had said to Moses, As 
for him who has any virtue to his credit with me, I will be merciful 
to him, as for him who has nothing to his credit, towards him I will 
be gracious ; with a free gift (gift of grace) will I deal with him.* 
R. Yochanan, to whom these quaint remarks are attributed, meant 
to imply that even if a man has something to his credit — some virtue 
— ^yet even he has to rely on the divine mercy. Grace goes beyond 
mercy, and comes into play when even mercy is inadequate ! Yet, 
a little later on, justice (i.c. merit) is contrasted, not with grace, 
but with mercy. We note how in these various sayings the doctrine 
implied seems to be fluid and naive. It is interesting that the not 
wholly translatable word Chesed alternates with ‘ love.* Thus, while 
in Nedarim 62 a we heard how all must be done in love, and how 
in Sotah 31 a the love of God is exalted above the fear of God, in 
Succah 49 b we have the contrast between a Torah of Chesed and a 
Torah which is not of Chesed, The one is Torah Lishmahy the other 
is Torah which is not Lishmah, (The saying is dependent on Prov. 
xxxi. 26.) 

S.B. give a list of passages which they speak of as the ‘ external 
ornaments.* Most of them have already been quoted in other 
connections. They give also the Sotah passage about fear and 
love of God — ^love is greater than fear — and the Jer. Sotah (v., 7, 20 c) 
Iparallel, that one must both fear Grod and love him, and the 
/ happy Sifre remark (73 a, quoted again on Matt. x. 28) that every- 
1 where else there is no love when there is fear, and vice versay 
except in relation to God. Again, ‘ Love God with all thy heart, 
that is with both the good and the bad Yetzer : so that thy heart be 
not divided in thy love * (oipDn hv pl*?n 12b a very 

profound remark. * With thy whole soul * : even it he takes away 
thy soul, even up to martyrdom. . With every measure that he 
metes to thee, be it of good, be it of chastisement, love him! 
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(73 a.) The whole long passage in the Sifre 73 a and 73 b is well 
worth reading. It ends with the pretty conceit that Isaac so loved 
God that he bound himsdf upon the altar, freely giving up to Qod 
his life. (Gp. on Matt. x. 28.) Now the point for me of all these 
passages is that they are bone of the Rabbinic bone and spirit of 
their spirit. They are neither more nor less bone of the Rabbis’ 
bone than the legalisms and the outwardnesses. B’s j&nal judgment 
is that they are ‘Kautelen,’ and that they resemble ‘Schmuck- 
und Zierstiicken, die man ausserhch am nomistischen Lehrgebaude 
angebracht hat : sie hatten auch fehlen konnen : die nomistiche 
Soteriologie ware von ihrem Fortfall unberiihrt geblieben.* ^ Here 
B.’s Lutheran prejudices seem to have led him astray. His words 
seem to me both inaccurate and unfair. 

The famous term lifnim mishuraJt haddin is also an indication 
that the Rabbis knew what equity meant as against a mere verbal 
interpretation of the Law or of justice. Jerusalem was destroyed, says 
R. Yochanan, because men judged according to the letter of the Law. 
(Baba Mezia 30 b. Cjp, 88 a^n. ) Mechilta 59 b {fin,) on Exodus xviii. 
20 runs: ‘Make known to them the “way”: that is the study of 
the Law ; make known to them the work they must do, that is good 
deeds. Or : “ the way,” that is visiting the sick ; “ they should walk,” 
that is the burial of the dead ; “ therein,” that is deeds of loving- 
kindness ; the “work,” that is the letter of the Law (shurat haddin ) ; 
“ which they are to do,” that is equity ’ {lifnim mishurat haddin). 
It may be questioned whether even equity is an adequate translation 
of lifnim mishurat haddin, I am not sure that it does not include 
all going beyond the letter of the law, whether in legal matters, or 
in any other of the commands, say, of benevolence, charity, or loving- 
kindness, which the Law enjoins. All that fervour and excess in right- 
eousness, which were to characterize the disciples of Jesus (Mt. v. 
20), might be regarded as the expression of the principle of lifnim 
mishurat haddin. Stories are told how various Rabbis acted or judged 
or ruled according to the principle of lifnim mishuraJt haddin ; though 
again it has to be noted, I fear, that the equity according to which one 
Rabbi ruled was an equity for the Israelite only. (Baba Mezia 24 b.) 
But, any way, it shows that the principle of equity was known to 

^ * These sayings are ornaments and decorations added on as mere appendages 
to the legal and doctrinal system: they could just as well be wanting; the 
nomistic soteriology would not have been affected by their removal.’ 
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the Rabbis. B. does not notice (so far as I can see) another Rabbinic 
phrase which is not less significant. It is dAar masur Ideb : * a 
matter which is left to the heart.^ Thus it is improper to stare at the 
goods in a shop if one has no money with one, or no intention of 
bu3dng. (One raises vain expectations in the mind of the shopman.) 
Many other similar improprieties are mentioned. To a repentant 
sinner one must not say : ‘ Think of your former actions ’ : if a man 
is suffering from sickness or bereavement, one must not suggest to 
him (as Job’s friends did) that it is due to sin. All such indelicacies 
are ‘ matters given over to the heart,’ and of such things it is said, 
‘And thou shalt fear the Lord thy God’ (Baba Mezia 58b). 
One must not shut one’s eyes when one sees an old man in order to 
avoid the trouble of getting up. This too is a ‘ matter delivered 
to the heart ’ (Kiddushin 32 b). Here, too, we notice how the 
Rabbis, in spite of their legalisms and of their passion for the strict 
observance of the letter of the Law, yet could see and act and feel 
beyond the letter. Nor, finally, is it quite fair when B. says : ‘ The 
Law ceased to serve ethical purposes, the fulfilment of the Law 
became an end in itself.’ The opposition is a false opposition. 
The fulfilment of the law was an end in itself : nevertheless, it was 
always believed that, even as the laws were given by a perfectly 
wise, perfectly good, and perfectly gracious Lawgiver (Grod), these 
laws were given to help man to be good, and for his moral profit 
as well as for his spiritual welfare and joy. B. quotes, as proof of 
his assertion, certain passages which do not prove it — ^partly because 
they mean something different, partly because there are other 
passages to set them in their proper light. He quotes the famous 
utterance of R. Yochanan ben Zakkai about the water of purification 
and the red cow. Here was a rite about which men might scoff, 
or, again, it was a rite about which superstitious ideas could cling. 
The best that could be done, then, was to say with the Rabbi : 
the dead body does not really pollute ; the water does not really 
purify ; it is just a decree of the King of Kings ; and God says of 
his decrees : no man is entitled to transgress them. (Pesikta 40 b.) 
This is a liberating saying. It prevents superstition. Better a 
ukase of a perfectly wise God than any superstitious idea about 
the physical effects of a corpse or of water. The next quotation 
given by B. is the interesting passage in Berachoth 33 b which com- 
ments upon the Mishnah v. 3. That section runs : ‘ Whoever says 
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[in his Tefillah] “ To a bird’s nest do thy mercies extend,” or “ For 
the good be thy name remembered,” or “ We give thanks, we give 
thanks,” him do we silence.’ Upon which the Gemara remarks ‘ It is 
right that we silence him who says, “ We give thanks, we give thanks,” 
because he makes it appear as though there were two Powers ; and 
likewise him who says, “For the good be thy name remembered,” 
the inference being that for the good [may it be remembered], but 
not for the bad ; and we have a Mishnaic teaching : A man is in 
duty bound to utter a benediction for the bad even as he utters one 
for the good. But why [do we silence him who says] “ To a bird’s 
nest do thy mercies extend ” ? Two Amoraim in the West differ, 
viz. : R. Yose b. Abin and R. Yose b. Zebida : one said : Because 
he causes jealousy between God’s creatures ; the other said : 
Because he makes the ordinances of the Holy One, blessed be He, 
to be simply acts of mercy, whereas they are injunctions ’ (Dr. 
Cohen’s translation, p. 225). Doubtless the meaning of the last few 
words is that the laws ‘ must be obeyed without speculating about 
their motives,’ but it must be observed that the Mishnaic passage 
is obscure ; it refers to the Law, Deut. xxii. 6, which seems always 
to have struck the imagination of the Rabbis as a very odd enact- 
ment. In any case the saying of R. Yose must not be taken to mean 
that God’s laws had no purpose, and were simply motiveless and 
haphazard injunctions. On the other hand, it is true that the idea 
of the ukase had always to be preserved. If God is ex hypothesi 
perfectly wise and good, we must obey his laws just as laws, and we 
need not worry ourselves as to their hidden meanings. Such a view, 
however, only relates to the ceremonial laws, not to the moral laws. 
B. further calls attention to two remarkable passages in the Sifra. 
The first, on Lev. xx. 26 (93 d), has already been quoted on Matt. vi. 
9. It runs : ‘ A man must not say, I have no desire to eat pig, I 
have no desire to have intercourse with a woman whom I may not 
marry : but he must say. Yes, I would like to do these acts, but 
what can I do ? My Father who is in heaven has forbidden them.’ 
(The paradoxical nature of the second example is obvious. It 
is only chosen to arrest attention.) Only thus does he accept the 
yoke of the Kingdom of God. But that in no wise made the Law 
cease to serve ethical purposes. The Rabbinic point of view was 
that man stands before the Law of the perfectly wise and perfectly 
good God. His glory and his duty, his happiness and his obligation, 
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lie alike in fulfilling God’s declared will. In this view there lies 
nothing unethical. That the Rabbis were alive (i) to the distinction 
between moral and ceremonial laws ; (2) to the criticisms made by 
many heathens upon the queer ceremonial laws is shown by B.’s 
second passage from the Sifra (on Lev. xviii. 4, 86 a). ‘ My “ judg- 
ments” ye shall do : those are the words of the Law, which, had they 
not been written down (there), would have had to be written down 
(elsewhere), e.g, about theft and incest and idolatry and blasphemy 
and murder. These things, if they had not been forbidden in the 
Law (jn^), would have had to be written down (elsewhere) : “ mine 
ordinances ” : these are the laws against which the evil Yetzer and 
the nations raise objections, to wit, the prohibition to eat pig, or 
to wear garments of linen and woollen mixed, or the law of 
Chalitzah, or the leprosy laws, or the law of the Red Cow, or the law 
of the scapegoat. Therefore it is said, I, the Lord, made decrees. 
It is not permitted to you to raise objections to them’ (ns pK 
Here, again, no ethical exception can be taken 
to the point of view. But the odd thing is that S.B. on Vol. iii. 
pp. 397, 398, put in big print, immediately after these two passages, 
another passage which represents the general and fundamental point 
of view of the Rabbis with complete clearness. And it shows that 
the two purposes were in their eyes identical. If the commands of 
the Law are ends in themselves, they were also given for the very 
purpose of making men better. Even the ceremonial commands, 
which, when they were criticized either within or without the Jewish 
pale, or when some doubt or heresy was suspected, put the backs of 
the Rabbis up, and made them say, ‘ The laws are the ukases of the 
perfect God, obey them and question not,’ yet essentially had the 
same object as the moral commands : their end was purification. 
And this other passage has frequent parallels. ‘ All the ways of 
God are perfect. What does it matter to God if you kill your cattle 
the ritual way or not ? Do you profit him thereby or injure hinn 
at all ? Or what does it matter to him if you eat what is pure 
or eat what you find dead ? Behold, the laws were only given in 
order to purify men through them’ (Tanchuma, Shemini 149b). 
If so, surely we cannot say that the Law ceased to serve any 
moral purpose, for this very passage and its parallels show most 
clearly what is in the Rabbinic mind. Here, then, we may leave 
the subject. The supposed ‘cautions’ let me, however, repeat. 
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were not deliberately intended to weaken the observed ill -effects 
of legalism and letter worship. They are part and parcel of the 
religion of the Rabbis as a whole ; a not fully harmonized religion 
to our modem minds, but harmonious to them. To them they 
are fully consistent with legalism, nor is the letter inconsistent 
with the spirit. S.B. speak of a higher and more perfect fulfilment 
of the Law than that which consists in the mere following of 
its letter. In one sense this is tme, and, so far as it is true, the 
Rabbis realized it right enough. In another sense, it is not true. 
How can one do more than love God with all one’s heart and all 
one’s soul and with all one’s might ? And yet to love Him so is 
the mere fulfilment of the letter. B. supposes that the rejection 
of Jesus as Messiah implied the final moral and religious degradation 
of Israel. But it was not so. There are many pathways to the 
knowledge and the love of God. Moreover, the alleged sharp 
opposition between the soteriology of Jesus and the soteriology of 
the Rabbis has, I think, been shown to be uncritical. It is forced 
out of, and into, .the texts. Historically, this sharp contrast cannot 
be maintained. Jesus was not so far from the Rabbis, nor were 
the Rabbis so far from Jesus. That is not to say that the legalism 
of the Rabbis would have been accepted by, or acceptable to, Jesus. 
It would not. But it does mean that, so far as God’s grace and 
human effort and freedom of will and human weakness and human 
repentance and God’s forgiveness are concerned, the Rabbis and 
Jesus were by no means poles asunder. As Wmdisch rightly says : 

‘ Kein Gedanke dass die Bergpredigt dem Menschen die Unausfiihr- 
barkeit der gottlichen Forderung vor Augen halten woUe : diese 
Absicht ist ihr ebenso fern wie der Thora’ (Z. N. W, xix. p. 178, 
n. i).^ G. Kittel indeed has recently said that ‘ Repentance in the 
religion of “ works ’ (Leistung) and in the religion of “ grace ” 
(Gniade) are two different things ’ (T. L. Z., 1928, p. 541). But he 
does not inform us in what the difference consists, or wherein lies 
the superiority of repentance in the religion of grace ! In tmth the 
religion of the Rabbis cannot justly be described — ^here we come to 
the same point over again — as a religion of works as contrasted with 
a religion of grace. It is a religion of both Leistung and GnadCy 

^ ‘The Sermon on the Mount has no intention whatever of putting before 
us the impossibility of carrying out the divine commands ; such a purpose is as 
foreign to the Sermon as to the Law.’ 
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of works and grace. For the works are never adequate without the 
grace, though the grace may be given without the works. 

Perhaps the full passage from S.B. ought to be translated, of 
which only a sentence or two has, so far, been given. ‘ Simple as 
the Rabbmic soteriological system was, simple too was the exegetical 
and theological presupposition upon which it rested, namely, that 
the literal (verbal, buchstdblich) fulfilment of the Law was adequate 
in order to satisfy the divine Lawgiver. This fundamental pre- 
supposition was regarded as so obvious that it was not even debated. 
It lies in the nature of any Code that it can only then be applied 
when a deed falls under the wording of one of its paragraphs’ 
(iv. p. 13). Hence B. shows how the Rabbis had to determine 
exactly what constituted an offence against the Law, and so on. 
Every sentence, every word, of the Law had to be explained ; one 
enactment had to be compared with another, and all had to be 
analysed, etc. ‘ The entire learned labours of the Rabbis turned on 
the letter of the Law ; from the letter it is decided at what point 
you become guilty, when any particular command has to be fulfilled ; 
how much one has to do in order to fulfil it ; what deeds go beyond 
what is required, when a violation of a Law is to be regarded as 
voluntary or involuntary ; what punishments follow from what 
transgressions ; how violations of the Law can be atoned for, and 
so on. The Halachah of the Mishnah is the codification of the Law 
which was built upon the letter of the Pentateuchal Code. The 
Israelite’s life was to be a legal life : that is, it was to fulfil the 
provisions of the Halachah whether it was a question of his moral and 
religious duties towards God or of his relation to society and to his 
fellow- Jews; in either case, and always, what the Jew did, and what 
he was to avoid doing, was regulated entirely by the ordinances of 
the Halachah. Always and everywhere, both as regards positive 
and negative commands, both for what the Jew had to do and to 
avoid, it was the letter of the Law which determined the assessment 
and the judgment of his actions. He who had fulfilled the letter 
of the Law had fulfilled the will of God. Instructive in this 
respect are those cases in which certain legal enactments are twisted 
to one’s own advantage on the basis of the letter of another legal 
enactment. That was called acting “ cleverly or slyly.” ^ In such 
cases there was an actual circumvention of an ordinance of the Law, 

1 About this matter see Mr. Loewe’s interesting essay in the Appendix. 
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but as this circumvention was legalized by the letter of another 
legal enactment, it was regarded as permitted and justified. That 
such clever ’’ procedure is not specially ethical is clear, but it 
shows how the all-prevailing legalism of the Eabbis gradually lowered 
moral conduct to a level of a mere correctness towards the letter 
of the Law. The Law ceased to serve moral ends ; the fulfilment 
of the letter became an end in itself. That was the final result of 
the fundamental axiom that the fulfilment of the letter of the Law 
was completely coextensive with, and equivalent to, a fulfilment 
of the will of God. More thoughtful minds {ernstere Gemvter) 
could not help realizing that this axiom was bound to blunt the 
conscience, and to make moral action mechanical. So they sought 
for protective measures against the danger. As such are to be 
regarded : 

‘ (i) The demand that in any fulfilment of a commandment of 
the Law “ intention ” (n:*iD) must not be wanting, i.e. the Israelite 
was to have the deliberate purpose in his mind to satisfy and fulfil 
the particular command before him. In this way complete thought- 
lessness or carelessness in the execution of the commandments was, 
at any rate, prevented. 

‘ (2) The rule that the fulfilment of a positive command was 
invalid if it was brought about by the violation of a prohibition 
(or negative command). 

‘ (3) The recognition of the principle that a forgiving and 
benevolent attitude (das nachsichtige und wohlwollende VerJiaUen) 
towards your fellow-men was better than a purely legal attitude 
according to the strict measure of the rigid letter of the Law. 

‘ (4) A large number of sayings of learned Rabbis who seek, 
by emphasizing the true piety of the heart, to obtain a corrective 
against the debasing moral effects of a legal righteousness of works 
die in der Betonung der rechten Herzensfrommigkeit ein Korrektiv 
suchen gegen die sittlich verfiachende Werk- und Gesetzesgerechtig- 
keit ”). But all these measures and sayings remained without con- 
siderable (durchgreifenden) effect. They did nothing to shake the 
conviction that the literal fulfilment of the Law satisfied the will of 
God, nor were they able to modify the soteriology of the synagogue 
which had been formed upon the basis of legal righteousness. These 
cautions and saving provisos resemble ornaments and decorations 
which were just externally fastened on to the legal building (das 



198 RABBINIC LITERATURE AND GOSPEL TEACHINGS 

nomistische LehrgAdvde) ; they might as well have been wanting ; 
the legal soteriology would have been untouched by their dis- 
appearance/ 

According to Billerbeck’s theory, indeed according to his state- 
ments, the religious and ethical condition of the Jews from, let us 
say, A.D. 30 to A.D. 500 must have become worse and worse. The 
moral degradation produced by the Law must have deepened from 
generation to generation. But no evidence is produced by Biller- 
beck that such was the case. Professor Burkitt thinks that the 
purgations of Titus and Hadrian produced religious improvement. 
Yet the legal system was still more universal and more complete 
than before. It is a considerable omission that B. has nothing to 
say about Joy. Yet the joy of the coDpimandments — ^the sheer 
delight in executing and fulfilling the divine con^ands, the sense 
of sonship and privilege and honour (which no doubt had its dangers 
on the side of particularism and pride), immensely mitigated the 
danger of mechanical observance. It was not a case of trying to 
dodge the laws, and to do as little as you could in order just to satisfy 
the letter of the Code ; it was a case of delighted doiog as much as 
you could ; the more you did, the greater the joy, the greater the 
honour, the greater the love — ^no doubt also fused with all these, 
but 7 U)t predominant, the greater the reward. And the very com- 
mands which were regarded as greatest and most glorious were 
the commands for which there was no exact verbal fulfilment. 
How are you verbally to fulfil the commands of honouring your 
parents, of visiting the sick, of showing lovingkindness to the poor, 
of loving your neighbour, of loving God ? They must be fulfilled 
ungrudgingly and not according to an exact letter and measurement, 
or they cannot be fulfilled at all. The legal righteousness of the 
Rabbis was, in frequent practice, an odd combination of mmute 
‘ ceremonial ’ and outward observances and of the most delicate 
lovingkindness and the sweetest piety. The combination is im- 
possible to most of us to-day, but it existed and worked well among 
the Rabbis and among those who were influenced by their teaching 
and regarded them as their religious leaders. 

A little further on B. says (iv. p. ig fin,) : * In the Sermon on 
the Mount Jesus mentions directly neither the soteriology of the 
Rabbis nor the presupposition upon which it rests : namely, the 
opinion that the literal or verbal fulfilment of the Law is enough 
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to satisfy the will and demand of the divine Legislator. And yet 
he does actually attack both in the most decided way. But his 
method of attack is of a peculiar kind ; he does not fight with words 
against the old and the unusable, in order to destroy them, but he 
substitutes constructively for them the New and the Better. And 
then he leaves it to the conscience of his hearers to decide for them- 
selves in full freedom, whether for the Old or for the New. First 
of all, he opposes to the Pharisaic legal righteousness a higher and 
better Righteousness without which nobody can enter the E^gdom 
of God. He then clearly explains wherein this higher Righteous- 
ness consists. By various examples he shows how infinitely more 
the demands which are included in God’s commands imply — how 
immensely they exceed — ^the verbal interpretation which the 
Rabbis gave to these commands.’ [And yet, in almost each instance, 
the Rabbis interpreted the commands precisely as Jesus interpreted 
them.] ‘ But if the verbal interpretation of the commands does 
not do justice to the sense which God really intended his commands 
to have, it follows that their verbal fulfilment cannot satisfy God’s 
will, or give, or secure, that righteousness, which counts as such 
before God. In this way the basis was destroyed upon which the 
soteriology of the Rabbis rested, and the legal system of the Phari- 
sees was broken down and collapsed of itself. But Jesus does not 
rest there. By the interpretation which he gives to the divine 
commands, he seeks to bring to the consciousness of his iiearers, 
and to make them realize, that their own power is wholly insufficient 
to fulfil the divine commands as they ought to be fulfilled according 
to the divine will. That “ poverty of spirit ” of which the first 
Beatitude speaks is to be evoked in the minds of his hearers, so that 
the anxious question may be aroused in them, Who then can be 
saved ? ” (Matt. xix. 25).’ [A dubious juxtaposition of two distinct 
and heterogeneous passages.] ‘ That hunger is to be awakened in 
them which contains within itself the promise of its own satis- 
faction (Matt. V. 6), the hunger for the true righteousness, which 
Jesus will give and ascribe to those {die Jesus den beilegen wird) 
who follow his words in faith. Round them the storm may howl, 
even the storms of the divine Judgment ; they wrill not fall. For 
they have God’s verdict upon their side. This is the point, where 
every man has to decide for himself. For Jesus or against him. 
The Jewish people as a whole decided against Jesus. His gentle 
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allurement and urgings were in vain. Other means seemed to be 
required in order to loosen that close armour of self-righteousness 
and legal righteousness which the Rabbis had laid around the 
people. A Rabbi who lived early in the fourth century once said, 
‘‘ The removal of the seal ring of Ahasuerus had greater results 
than the 48 Prophets and the seven Prophetesses who prophesied 
to Israel : for all these could not make Israel duly repent and 
amend its ways, but the removal of the ring did so ” (Megillah, 14 a). 
By this saying R. Abba b. Kahana meant to teach that God’s 
punitive judgments were more efficacious in Israel than all the 
preachings of the Prophets. And, indeed, when the punitive judg- 
ment of A.D. 70 fell upon the Jews, it seemed as if the fall of the 
Jewish state would have also effected in many Pharisaic circles 
the collapse of the proud structure of legal righteousness before 
(xod. Then men began to realize their own powerlessness, and they 
bethought them of God’s grace. And yet this great judgment only 
produced very partial and imperfect results (wirkte nur Stuchwerh). 
The moral courage which inspired Paul was wanting, the courage 
to break wholly with the old self-righteousness, and to take refuge 
exclusively m the grace of God. They stopped half-way : half grace 
and half merit {eigenes Verdienst) was to produce salvation. And 
what might have been expected ensued. The veil of Moses again 
began to cover Israel’s heart, perhaps even more firmly and more 
thicklythan before. Only when Israel shall be converted to the 
Lord will the veil be taken away (2 Cor. iii. 16).’ But, historically, 
there is no reason to believe that the Rabbis thought more of 
God’s ‘ grace ’ and of human ‘ weakness ’ after 70 than before it, 
or again, that they insisted more on man’s responsibility and on 
his capacity (within limits) to fulfil the Law before 70 than after 
it. (The famous prayer, ‘ Not because of our righteous acts,’ 
which, with Dr. Abrahams’ comments, I have quoted in another 
connection, may, I understand, well have been composed before 
the fall of Jerusalem.) The words eigenes Verdienst carry a 
certain sting. But if for them we substitute human responsibility 
or human effort, the half-way house seems religiously correct. 
The Stuckwerk then becomes more accurate. Man’s effort, God’s 
help ; man’s striving, God’s grace. We ought and we can. But 
though we ought, we cannot wholly : there God’s mercy comes in 
as well as his help. This seems to answer to our religious experi- 
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ence and to the facts of life. We cannot prove the ‘ grace ’ or the 
‘help.^ We cannot quantitatively divide up any action into our 
part and God’s part. But we may none the less believe in both. 
The Stiickwerk seems right. It is not all God’s grace. It is partly 
man’s own effort. And if man’s efforts do, according to Eabbinic 
doctrine, receive recognition at God’s hands, if because his will is 
free, he is justly punished and justly rewarded, yet, as Dr. Abrahams 
points out, these very rewards are themselves ‘ grace.’ ‘ Nothing 
that man, with his small powers and finite opportunities, can do 
constitutes a claim on the favour of the All-mighty and the Infinite. 
Hence : Not because of (i.e. relying on) our righteous acts [which 
are humanly righteous ; they are not unreal] do we lay our supplica- 
tions before thee, but because of (or relying on) thine abundant 
mercies.’ Surely no ignoble position, no unworthy doctrine. But 
that is not to say that the Pauline and Lutheran position and 
doctrine in this matter — very different as it is — is not also noble 
and worthy. If Billerbeck quotes Paul, I will quote him too. 

‘ One star differeth from another star in glory.’ Yet both are 
glorious. ‘ There is one glory of the sun and another glory of the 
moon.’ Which has the greater glory we need not argue. Many 
roadways lead to God. Both the ‘ righteousness ’ of the Eabbis 
and the ‘ righteousness ’ of Jesus are excellent righteousnesses. 
Each thought that the other was quite inadequate for the entering 
into the Kingdom of Heaven. Yet surely here were Jesus and the 
Eabbis equally in error. For both righteousnesses, honestly pursued, 
are acceptable unto God. 

viii. 10. In the teaching — both direct and implied — attributed 
to Jesus on the subject of Faith, there seems something special, 
but it would be hard to say exactly in what it consists. It is not 
the same teaching as that of Paul. Still less is it that of Luther 
and of the German Lutheran theologians. It is not opposed to 
‘ works.’ It is not faith in Jesus ; it is not faith in any doctrine. 
It is essentially trust in God, confidence in his supreme goodness, 
in his willingness, and even desire, to help the troubles, and to 
answer the prayers of his human children. In order that he may 
put this power and desire into practice, trust on the part of man 
seems to be an indispensable prerequisite. It may be supposed 
that the teaching of Jesus on the need of this prerequisite arose 
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out of what actually took place. We to-day should and could 
, account for some of his experiences on purely scientific lines. The 
j man who believed that Jesus could cure him was cured. The 
( disciple who doubted whether he would be able to heal him he failed 
' to heal. Faith was needed in the patient and in the healer (though 
this faith would not account for such a purely supernatural healing, 
if it be historic, as that of the Centurion’s son). However this 
may be, the faith which Jesus himself possessed, and the faith 
which he demanded from others, and desired others to possess, 
was of a simple kind : it was, as I have said, trust in God’s good- 
j ness and power. So far as it involved any trust in Jesus him- 
self, it was trust that he was empowered by God to heal or to work 
miracles. It cannot be maintained that the Eabbis were not 
equally solicitous that men should have trust in God, that they 
should not believe whole-heartedly in his goodness and in his 
power. In the Mechilta we have a whole long section in which 
the value, the efficacy, and the greatness of faith (emunah) are 
set forth and belauded. This section is the ‘ commentary,’ if one 
can call it so, on Exodus xiv. 31, ‘ And they believed in the Lord 
and in Moses, his servant,’ where, as we might also notice, you 
get in the O.T. itself a concurrent ‘ faith ’ in God and in God’s 
messenger or prophet. Nor did the Rabbis lack appreciation of,- 
or fail to comment on, the famous saying in Genesis xv. 6 : ‘ And 
Abraham believed in the Lord, and the Lord accounted it to him 
for righteousness.’ S.B. very naturally seek to depreciate the 
Rabbinic conception of faith, and to contrast it, to its disfavour, 
with the conception of Paul. They are obviously bound to press 
this difference to the utmost, for it is of the very essence of their 
creed. They argue that Rabbinic ‘ faith ’ shows a decline from 
the place and conception of faith in the Pseudepigrapha and in 
Philo. With the Rabbis ‘ faith ’ has become a mere Leistung, a 
good ‘ work,’ on a par with other good works. It can claim merit, 
just like other good** works.’ It is no humble yearning ; no giving 
and craving of the soul, no passionate submission and longing and 
conviction, without any taint of claim or merit or virtue or achieve- 
ment. And so on, and so on. We need not, however, here enter 
into the truth of these oppositions and contrasts, for the ‘ faith ’ 
taught by Paul is very different from the ‘ faith ’ taught by Jesus. 
The faith which Jesus taught, asked for, and possessed — ^trust in 
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God’s power and goodness — was not essentially different from the^ 
faith (emunah) which is praised by the Rabbis. On the other hand, 
the place of faith in the teaching of Jesus seems somewhat different 
from the place of faith in the teaching of the Rabbis. In the teach- 
ing of Jesus faith seems more central than it is in the teaching of 
the Rabbis. In the teaching of Jesus, faith keeps constantly cropping 
up ; we can hardly say that it keeps constantly cropping up in the 
teaching of the Rabbis. Moreover, faith seems more central for 
another reason : it is the first virtue which is asked for, the funda- 
mental prerequisite. ‘ Do not fear ; only have faith. Thy faith 
has saved thee. Be it done unto thee according to thy faith. “ If 
thou canst,” sayest thou ? All things are possible to him who has 
faith.’ These sayings seem not only central to the teaching as a 
whole, but to strike a somewhat different note from anything 
spoken about ‘ faith ’ in the Rabbinic literature. Nevertheless, 
the conception itself : trust in God, trust in God’s power and good- 
ness, is thoroughly Rabbmic, and the teachiug, however pregnant 
and fresh, is not off the Rabbinic line. (It may be noted that the 
words mans [faith] and mareveiv [have faith, believe] do not 
occur in the Sermon on the Mount.) Whether the words used are 
faith or trust or hope, the meaning with the Rabbis is always much 
the same. The Biblical verbs Kivvah and Yichaly which occur 
so repeatedly in the Psalms, are translated in the English version 
by ‘ wait on ’ and ‘ hope in.’ They too mean trust. In the S3moptic 
Grospels the phrase to hope in God is not found : we have only 
‘ believe ’ and ‘ faith.’ The Rabbinic terminology is more fluid. 
Thus, in Midrash Psalms xl. i (on ‘ I waited patiently for the Lord ’), 
it is said : ‘ If you hope, and you are not delivered, hope and hope 
again. Do you say. How long shall we hope ? Was it not written 
of old, 0 Israel, hope in the Lord for evermore ’ (Psalms cxxxi. 3). 

Some of the Mechilta passages about Faith run thus : ‘ The 
faith with which Abraham believed in me was sufficient (worth 
enough) that I should cleave the waters of the Red Sea. The faith 
with which the Israelites believed in me (Exodus iv. 3) was sufficient 
that I should divide the waters of the Red Sea. For they did not 
say to Moses, How can we go up into the wilderness, seeing that 
we have no food for the journey, but they believed and followed 
Moses. (29 b, 30 a.) Great was the faith with which the Israelites 
believed (or trusted) in God, for as the reward for that faith the 
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Holy Spirit rested upon them, and they sang the song ’ (Ex. 
xiv. 31, XV. i). ‘ Abraham only inherited this world and the next 
world by the merit {zechuth) of his faith in God. Anyone who 
fulfils a single command in faith, is worthy that the Holy Spirit 
should rest upon him. The Israelites were redeemed from Egypt 
only as a reward of their faith ’ (Ex. iv. 31). By combining Isaiah 
xxvi. 2 and Psalm cxviii. 20, the righteous are identified with the 
men of faith. Quoting Psalm xcii. 4, it is said that the rejoicing 
was ‘ the reward of the faith of our fathers which they showed here 
in this world which is all night ’ (as compared with the next world). 
Quoting Ex. xvii. ii, ‘ When Moses held up his hand Israel pre- 
vailed,’ etc., and Numbers xxi. 8 (‘ Make thee a serpent and set it 
upon a pole ’), it is said : ‘ Did Moses’ hands make Israel strong or 
overcome Amalek ? Can a snake kiU and bring to life ? No ; but 
while Moses held up his hand, the Israelites looked at him and 
believed in Him who had ordered Moses to do this, and so with the 
serpent, and then (as a reward of their faith) God did wonders for 
them or healed them.’ [A characteristic Kabbinic explaining away 
of a superstitious passage.] In the Midrash to Psalm xxxi. (8), 
verse 24, 120 b, ‘ The Lord preserves the faithful,’ it says : ‘ These 
are the Israelites who say. Blessed be the Lord who quickens the 
dead, and they answer Amen in faith, for they believe with all 
their strength that God will quicken the dead, though the resur- 
rection of the dead has not yet come. And they say. Blessed be 
God who redeems Israel though Israel is not yet redeemed. And 
they say. Blessed be God who rebuilds Jerusalem, though Jerusalem 
is not yet rebuilt. God says : Israel is not yet redeemed, but is 
again in servitude, yet they have faith that I shall redeem them 
in a time to come.’ Playing with Genesis xxviii. 12 and Jeremiah 
XXX. 10, it is said (in Leviticus Rabba, iiCN, xxix. 2 on xxiii. 24), 
God showed Jacob the princes of Babylon, Media, Greece, and Edom 
(i.e. Rome) rising and falling. ‘ He said to Jacob, Thou too wilt 
rise. But Jacob was afraid, and said, Perhaps I shall also fall, like 
them. Then God said. Fear not, if thou fall, it shall not be for ever. 
But he did not believe, and so he did not rise. And God said to 
him. If thou hadst believed, thou wouldst have risen and not fallen ; 
but now as thou didst not believe, thy children will be enslaved 
under these four kingdoms with tribute and taxes and levies and 
imposts.’ R. Eliezer the Great said, ‘ He who has yet bread in his 
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basket and says, what shall I eat to-morrow, belongs to those who 
are small in faith/ ‘R. Elazar said, What has caused it that the 
table of the righteous in the world to come is plundered ? Their 
smallness of faith (playing on Zech. iv. 10) because they did not 
believe in the Holy One ’ (Sotah 48 b). The conceptions of Zechuth 
and Faith are oddly mixed up in the passage (Exodus Rabba, r\h^ 2 , 
xxiii. 5 on xv. i). ‘ R. Nehemiah said. The Israelites were accounted 
worthy (zachu) to sing the song at the Red Sea only through 
the merit (Zechuth) of their faith. R. Isaac said, They saw all those 
marvels that were done for them ; how should they not have had 
faith ? (there was no merit in their faith). R. Simeon b. Abba 
said, It was only because of Abraham’s faith that the Israelites 
were accounted worthy (zax^hu) to sing the song.’ 

Mr. Loewe writes as follows : ‘ I have read, very carefully, one 
after another, all the passages which are to be found in the 
Gospels about faith, in order to test their cumulative effect. As 
to their grace and charm, there is nothing to be said : they speak 
for themselves. But you raise the question of novelty. There 
is a certain novelty about the passages, but it is not that, which 
to my mind at least, makes them attractive. They are, in fact, 
attractive in spite of that novelty. They reflect the same spirit 
of trust in God as one finds elsewhere ; you emphasize this. But 
the novelty consists of two departures — that is to say, in two ways 
I feel I am outside Rabbinic thought. The first is the importance 
attached to miracles. In the Gemara or Midrash, miracles take a 
secondary place. They are there, it is true, but they do not count 
so much. Either they point a moral in an almost natural way, 
e.g. if a man incurs a loss by doing a Mitzvah, God makes it up to 
him by allowing a red heifer to be born in his herd or by causing his 
harvests to be exceptionally good. Or, when miracles are frankly 
miraculous, I think they were related with the tongue in the 
cheek. Especially is this the case with the grotesque ones, e.g. the 
Sindbad tales recounted by Raba. But in very few cases do 
miracles seem to count for something. Onias, the circle-drawer, for 
example, is miracle pure and simple, but he comes into the scope 
of hagiology rather than Scripture. What I mean is that, on the j 
Rabbinic side, miracles donH matter, in the Gospels they do. , 
Din hv pDDiD (we must not rely on a miracle) is far more 
typical than any of the contrary type of sayings. Because the Red 
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Sea was cleft for the Israelites by reason of faith, we must not 
expect the same. Miracles belong to the past ; they piled up 
miracles for bye-gone ages and gloried in them. For the present they 
said “we are not worthy that a miracle should be worked for us,” and 
I do not think that this was uttered regretfully. The sort of miracle 
that might justifiably be expected was collective, not personal, 
e.g. freedom from Rome, coming of the Kingdom, Messiah, etc. 
Personal miracles were more of the type of expecting that if one had 
bread to-day, one would have some to-morrow. The Bible miracles 
do not concern us here : they were the common property of both 
sides. 

‘Now in the Gospel, faith and miracle seem inseparable. All 
these passages, more or less, link the two. Of course, the question 
arises how far are the miracles claimed for Jesus by a later age 
and projected backwards, and how far are they authentic. I feel 
that if you cut away miracles, what remains ? Where is your lesson 
on faith, on trust in God, amid the ordinary events and dangers of 
life ? A Jew can derive this lesson without the superstructure of 
the miraculous ; can the Christian do so ? Suppose he says (i) 
“ I do not believe that Peter walked on the sea by faith,” (2) “ all 
that Jesus did in the way of faith-healing can be explained psycho- 
logically — ^why, then, do you ask me to have faith ? ” 

‘ My second point is that in nearly all of these passages faith 
means faith in Jesus.’ (I do not agree : to Jesus at least, as he spoke 
them, they usually meant faith in God. — C. G. M.) ‘ The prophets 
were more impersonal, and the Rabbis most of all. Faith in God, 
not in His mouthpiece. “And they believed in the Lord and in 
Moses His Servant ” is a case that shows this well. Superficially 
the same faith is claimed for both, but the whole conception of the 
life and work of Moses shows that two entirely different ideas of 
faith are meant. If Bar Kochba or Akiba had made such claims 
for themselves as Jesus made, what would be said? When 
Muhammed does so, do we not consider that the axe exalts itself 
over Him that wields it ? 

‘ Here, again, the question arises, how did Jesus describe these 
acts, how did he conceive of his mission, and how far have divine 
powers and divine claims been superadded by the Evangelists? 
But again I feel that if the personal element is eliminated, the bulk 
of the teaching vanishes. For these two reasons : (i) the stress 
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on the miraculous and its inextricable association with faith, (2) 
the emphasis on the personality of Jesus, I feel that the “ novel ’’ 
features are not of value to Jewish readers.’ 

II. It would take far too much space to write an essay on 
the Universalism and the Particularism of the Rabbis. Particu- 
larism and Universalism are hardly live issues for us now. We are 
all universalists. It may be doubted very much whether the 
attitude of Jesus himself towards the heathen differed much from 
that of the old prophets in their higher, more universalist, moments. 
We have to take into consideration all the passages which have 
to do with non- Jews, both the friendly and the unfriendly ones, 
and if we do so, I think that what I have just said will probably be 
the conclusion of impartial criticism. I admit that there are many 
doubts and difficulties on either side. The unfriendly passages, or 
some of them, may not be authentic ; the friendly passages, or some of 
them, may not be authentic. The Samaritan passages, e.g., are only 
in Luke, and as to the good Samaritan it is still (to my mind) an 
open question whether he is an original figure in the parable. There 
is no strong evidence that Jesus meant to include the * heathen ’ 
among the ‘ enemies ’ whom we are to love. One has to remember 
what Jesus does not say as well as what he does. And if this canon 
works in one (anti-Rabbinic) direction, as Wellhausen urges in his 
famous and bitter apophthegm, it also works in another. How 
easy and how necessary to have said, ‘ Ye were told to hate the 
heathen and to love the Jew ; I tell you to love all men. Ye were 
told that neighbour only meant fellow-Jew ; I tell you it means 
the heathen as well.’ But of all this, except in the dubious instance 
of the Good Samaritan, there is no clear indication at all. 

On the whole, the Rabbis are frankly particularist. The ‘ pro- 
gentile ’ passages are comparatively few in number. Even the 
passages in which some (usually awkward) justification is sought 
for the Rabbis’ particularism, for their hatred of the Gentile op- 
pressors, and for the hatred which God is usually represented as 
feeling towards them, are not very many. On the other hand, 
what has just been said must be strictly understood as referring 
to the passages in which the Rabbis definitely refer to the ‘ nations,’ 
and mean by the nations either the actual peoples under whose 
subjection they lived, or definitely the ‘ idolaters.’ When, in their 
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quieter moods, or perhaps in quieter seasons (in eras of less oppres- 
sion, persecution, or tension) they thought of God and of his benefi- 
cence and lovingkindness, they could use very universalist language. 
Just as the Psalmist could say, ‘ The Lord is good to all, and his 
mercies are over all his works,’ so too could the Rabbis. And 
they did. Nor were they any the less sincere when in such moods 
they spoke of God’s love for and towards ‘ all ’ than when they 
spoke with glee of the annihilation of the nations — the enemies of 
Israel and of God — or of their punishment in Hell. They are always 
in undress and always sincere. When they speak of God’s un- 
bounded love, they usually use the term ‘ creatures ’ and 

by this term they certainly mean men generally, and are not think- 
ing specifically of Israel. For example : ‘ R. Elazar said in the 
name of Abina, Whoso recites Psalm cxlv. thrice daily is assured 
of the world to come. Why ? Is it because it is alphabetical ? 
Then let a man rather recite Psalm cxix., which has an eightfold 
alphabet. No. The reason is because it contains the verse, “ Thou 
openest thine hand, and satisfiest the desire of every living thing.” 
But, then, let a man say Psalm cxxxvi., which says, “ He gives 
food to all flesh.” No. Psalm cxlv. is better, because it has two ’ 
(Berachoth 4 b). (Mr. Loewe takes ‘ two ’ to mean two universahst 
verses, g and 16). It is as illegitimate to ignore such passages as 
it is illegitimate to ignore the particularist passages about the 
‘ nations.’ Both must be taken into account. It is true to say 
that when Israel and the nations are considered, and God’s relation 
to the one and to the other, the Rabbis are ‘ frankly particularist.’ 
God loves Israel with a peculiar, special, and passionate love. He 
has no such love for the nations. For the most part he may be 
said to dislike them. On the other hand, when God’s goodness is 
spoken of without special thought either of Israel on the one hand, 
or of the nations on the other, then the divine ‘ universalism ’ — 
his love and his pity towards all his human creatures, and even 
towards the animals — ^is strongly emphasized. Dr. Marmorstein in 
his book on The Old Rabbinic Doctrine of God (Part i. pp. 196-208), 
quotes a number of passages of this description. Even to the wicked 
Grod is merciful and good. ‘ God feeds and sustains all ’ (Mechilta 
38 a). ‘ Just as God’s love extends to human beings, so his mercy 
is upon the cattle and birds ’ (Deut. R., Ki Tetze, vi. i). ‘ God satisfies 
all and even the wicked ’ (Mechilta 59 a). * God is the Father of 
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all beings ; God is the Father of the whole world.’ ‘ God is good 
to all and his mercy extends over all, for his nature is to be merci- 
ful.’ ‘ God is good to all, and the greatest good is that his creatures 
learn of him to be merciful to each other’ (Genesis Rabba, nj, 
xxxiii. 3 on viii. i). ‘To each creature is granted the desire of its 
heart.’ ‘ The world was created out of goodness ’ (Midrash Tadshe 
29). And so on. And Dr. Marmorstein gives the references to all 
these and many more passages of a similar kind. But he says 
nothing about the mass of passages which breathe a very different 
spirit and tell a very different story. Yet this second class of 
passage is even more numerous than the first class, and is quite as 
characteristic. Both, as I have said, would have to be taken account 
of in forming the complete picture. 

One of the oddest examples of the mixture of Universalism and 
Particularism which I have come across is the following. (The 
Rabbis’ minds must have been pulled both ways, and the result is 
a funny muddle. As usual, it is the text of the Bible which helps to 
cause the muddle.) ‘A land which the Lord cares for’ (Deut. xi. 12). 

‘ Rabbi said, But does he only care for Palestine ? Does he not care for 
all lands ? It is as if (Sl 3 '» 5 D) he only cared for Palestine, but as the 
reward of his caring for it, he cares with it for all other lands.’ 

‘ The Guardian of Israel,’ ‘ But is he only the Guardian of Israel ? 
Does he not guard all ? (Job xii. 10.) It is, as it were, like this. 
He guards Israel only, but as the reward of guarding them, he guards 
all with them ’ (Sifre 78 b). 

Different again from both sets of passages are those which deal 
with the question of proselytes, and with the conversion of the 
heathen in the ‘ latter days.’ Here there is a considerable degree 
of universalism. And many passages could be quoted to show a 
Rabbinic belief in the ingathering of a large number of heathen at 
the coming of the Messianic age. Matthew viii. ii, 12 goes, however, 
beyond this ; it is not certainly authentic. It speaks of the exclu- 
sion of Jews and the admission of Gentiles. (Cp. xxi. 43.) That is 
definitely anti- Jewish, and naturally finds no parallel in Rabbinic 
literature. 

The large number of passages in S.B. illustrating Rabbinic 
particularism {e.g, Vol. m. 81^3, 140-155 ; Vol. i. pp. 360-363) need 
not be quoted here. They undoubtedly indicate a prevailing feeling. 
The Rabbinic literature makes no attempt to disguise that feeling 

p 
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or any other feeling. In its good points and in its bad points, it is 
entirely sincere. More especially did the horrors and agonies con- 
nected with Titus and Hadrian leave a deep mark upon the minds and 
hearts of the Eabbis. In the night of oppression and cruelty, from 
which the Jews were more or less always suffering, it was a relief to 
vent their feelings in this way. They were entirely powerless to vent 
them in any other. It was, moreover, an encouragement to the 
masses to remain firm in their faith to tell them that, in the Messianic 
age, or at the resurrection of the dead, and the final judgment, 
Israel would triumph for ever and its foes be annihilated. It was a 
comfort to insist that, in spite of all Israel’s woes, God loved Israel 
with a peculiar and passionate love, and that he hated the ‘ nations ’ 
— that they only enjoyed, and were allowed to enjoy, ‘ this world ’ 
in order to be the more assuredly punished or destroyed in the world 
to come. We are far removed from those days. The particularism 
has disappeared for good. It seems needless here to recall it. 

Though the great number of anti-Gentile passages are obviously 
not wholly unpleasing to S.B., and though they supply a nice foil 
for Pauline universalism, it cannot fairly be said that S.B. suppress 
the citation of passages on the other side ; the only thing that can 
be said is that S.B. somewhat unduly depreciate the force of these 
passages. They are also rather inclined to argue that Rabbinic 
particularism grew worse and worse, and that feelings in (say) 400 
were more bitter than in 100. However this may be (and it is, I 
think, very dubious), the pro-Gentile passages are not omitted by 
S.B., just as the nice and generous passages about proselytes are given 
as well as the nasty ones. We are duly informed of the famous 
saying of R. Joshua (end of first century), who, as against R. Ehezer, 
declared that there were some good men among the massa perditionis 
of the Gentiles, and that these good men would share in the blessed 
life of the world to come. (Sanhedrin 105 a ; Tosefta Sanhedrin 
xiii. 2, p. 434 ; Bacher, Agada der Tannaiten, Vol. i., ed. 2, p. 134.) 
And it is, perhaps, implied (though not distinctly told) that this say- 
ing of R. Joshua became more and more the official opinion of the 
synagogue, so that Maimonides definitely lays down the statement 
that the righteous of all nations shall have a part in the blessed- 
ness of the world to come. It is a curious thing that Orthodox 
Judaism which, if we regard it as starting with the Rabbis, began 
with a prevailing particularism, developed into something near a 
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satisfactory universalism. For conduct, morality — according to the 
official dogma of the mediaeval synagogue — enabled a man to obtain 
salvation whatever his creed (at all events if he was a Theist), 
whereas Christianity, which, if we regard it as starting with Paul, 
began with a prevailing universalism, developed into something near 
a disagreeable particularism. At all events, creed, not conduct, be- 
came the test for salvation, and the position of the unbeliever (let 
alone the heretic) became as dangerous and doubtful as the position 
of the Gentile in Rabbinic Judaism. 

As I have already indicated, I do not think it needful to quote 
the passages in Rabbinic literature about proselytes. From the 
saying, in Pesachim 87 b, that the whole purpose of Israel’s dis- 
persion is the making of proselytes, to the saying of R. Chelbo that 
proselytes are to Israel what an eruption is to the body, every sort 
of opinion about them can be illustrated by quotations. (See as 
to the meaning of R. Chelbo’s saying, Moore i. p. 346 fin.) And, 
doubtless, some attempt could be made to adjust these varying 
views chronologically, or by reference to the circumstances in which 
they were uttered. The generous sa}dngs are, I think, more numer- 
ous, and represent the predominant view more faithfully, than the 
churlish and narrow sayings. I will just give one of the nice sayings 
of which I have always been fond. To understand it one must 
remember that the Biblical word ger (A. and R.V. ‘stranger,’ or, 
as the scholars say, ‘ resident alien ’) has in Rabbinic the meaning of 
‘ proselyte.’ Thus the Biblical injunction, ‘ love ye the stranger,’ is 
constantly interpreted by the Rabbis to mean, ‘ love ye the pro- 
selyte.’ ‘ The Holy One loves the Gerim exceedingly. To what is the 
matter like ? To a king who had a lot of sheep and goats which 
went forth every morning to the pasture and returned in the evening 
to the stable. One day a stag joined the flock and grazed with the 
sheep, and returned with them. Then the shepherd said to the 
king : There is a stag which goes out with the sheep and grazes 
with them, and comes home with them. And the king loved the 
stag exceedingly. And he commanded the shepherd, saying : Give 
heed unto this stag, that no man beat it ; and when the sheep re- 
turned in the evening, he would order that the stag should have food 
and drink. Then the shepherds said to him, My Lord, thou hast 
many goats and sheep and kids, and thou givest us no directions 
about these, but about this stag thou givest us orders day by day. 
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Then the king replied : It is the custom of the sheep to graze in the 
pasture, but the stags dwell in the wilderness, and it is not their 
custom to come among men in the cultivated land. But to this 
stag who has come to us and lives with us, should we not be grateful 
that he has left the great wilderness, where many stags and gazelles 
feed, and has come to live among us ? It behoves us to be grateful. 
So too spake the Holy One : I owe great thanks to the stranger, 
in that he has left his family and his father’s house, and has come 
to dwell amongst us ; therefore I order in the Law : Love ye the 
stranger ’ (Midrash Psalms on Psalm cxlvi. 9). The same passage 
is found in Numbers R. viii. i, 2. Here it has a good introduction. 
‘The proselytes are as radically important to God ("ip-y) as the 
Israelites. A man (however much he might wish it) cannot become 
a Priest or a Levite, if he is not bom one. But anyone, even a goi, 
can become righteous. And because such men of their own free will 
come to love God, therefore God loves them.’ (Cp. Midrash Sifre 
on Numbers, tr. Levertoff, 1926, p. 4.) ‘ Who is greater, he who 
loves the King, or he whom the King loves ? Say : He whom 
the King loves, even as it says, God loves the gerim^ (i.e. to 
the Rabbis, not the ‘ resident alien ’ or the ‘ stranger,’ but the 
proselytes). (Mechilta, Mishpatim, xviii., ed. Horowitz and Rabin, 
p. 3 II-) 

A similar variety of view could be found as regards Rabbinic 
views about the entry of the Gentiles into the Messianic age or into 
the Final Beatitudes. {Gp. Moore i. p. 323-353.) Some Rabbis 
would seem to have believed that ultimately nearly all the Gentiles 
would be permanently located in Hell or annihilated, while others 
believed that a very considerable number would be ‘ converted,’ 
and share with Israel in Messianic and everlasting beatitudes. 
Moore cites the passage : ‘ In this world, through the efforts of the 
righteous (□'•pnvn Sj;), individuals become proselytes, but in 
the Age to Come God himself will draw the righteous near, and 
bring them under the wings of the Shechinah, as it is said (Zeph, 
iii. 9), Then will I give the peoples a pure language that they may all 
call on the name of the Lord’ (Tanchuma B., Vayera, xxxviii. 
54 b). This passage would seem to mean that God will induce great 
masses of men to become proselytes in the Messianic Age. It 
would be interesting to know what the Rabbis would have thought 
about a non- Jewish people who, nevertheless, were all Monotheists, 
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and worshipped no material representation or image of the Divine 
Being. It was idolatry which provoked their particularism quite 
as much as, and more than, their nationalistic feelings. It is stated 
more than once that the mere rejection of idolatry is almost equiva- 
lent to being a Jew. ‘ He who rejects idolatry is as if he agreed to 
the whole Torah’ (nSi2 nnmn ^22 nn? ")£3on 

(Sifre 32 a, 85 a.) So heavy (micn) is (the prohibition of) idolatry. 
(Nedarim 25 a.) And yet a few lines before we are told that the 
law of Fringes weighs as much as all the other commands in the 
Law put together. How hard it is to know when the Rabbis are 
in deadly earnest or not. In a well-known passage in Megillah 
13 a R. Yochanan says that he who renounces idolatry is called a 
Jew (mn'). But, of a truth, all these opinions about the destruc- 
tion or the conversion of the Gentiles in the Messianic Age have now 
only a somewhat remote historical interest. 

More interesting are the signs in Rabbinic literature of the heart- 
searching which their particularism gave to its authors. It was in 
one way very pleasant to believe that God hated the enemies and 
oppressors of Israel, and that their power and prosperity and hap- 
piness were strictly limited to earth and to the pre-Messianic age. 
But, after all, there was only one God. He had created everybody, 
Gentile no less than Jew. He was said to be, and believed to be, just, 
compassionate, loving. Was there not some discrepancy between 
the two sets of propositions ? Many theories were, therefore, 
devised. The Gentiles were wicked, they deserved their fate. The 
Gentiles had deliberately turned away from the true God and wor- 
shipped false gods. Their false beliefs were in themselves sinful. 
And so on. Again, the Law had been offered to the Gentiles, but they 
had refused it. They would not accept its obligations ; therefore 
it was just that they should not participate in those ultimate beati- 
tudes which its faithful observance would — at long last — bring to 
every humble observer. AU these semi-explanations and excuses it 
would take too long to illustrate by citation. It was a good thing 
that these various views about the ultimate lot and fate of the 
heathen world remained more or less fluid and undefined, so that it 
was possible for the good exceptions to grow stronger, and ultimately 
to become predominant. For R. Joshua’s tolerant and exceptional 
point of view — exceptional, I fancy, throughout the strictly Rab- 
binic period (say 100 b.c.~a.d. 500) — ^yet quietly grew in strength, 



214 RABBINIC LITERATURE AND GOSPEL TEACHINGS 

and became, as I have said, the codified doctrine of the mediaeval 
synagogue. 

One of the oddest mixtures of universalism and particularism is 
a passage quoted by S.B. in illustration of Romans xi. ii. It says 
in Jeremiah xxx. 6, ‘ Why are all faces turned into paleness ? ’ 

‘ R. Yochanan said. These are the upper family the angels) and 
the lower family (i.e. Israel) in the hour when God says. These (the 
Israelites) are the work of my hand, and those (the gentiles) are the 
work of my hands. How am I to destroy the latter for the sake of 
the former ? [The angels and Israel are alarmed at this compunc- 
tion shown by God at the destruction of the Gentiles.] Rab Papa 
said. That is what the people say : If the ox falls at his work, the 
horse is put instead of him in his stall.’ [This is explained to mean 
that, even when the ox is healed, it is hard to get rid of the horse. It 
would be hard for God, even when and if the Israelites adequately 
repent, to annihilate the Gentiles.] The favourite quotation of 
Jewish apologists is the story how God, when the angels sang their 
paeans of delight at the destruction of the Egyptians in the Red Sea, 
rebuked them, saying, ‘ My children lie drowned at the bottom of 
the sea, and you would sing before me in joy ’ (Sanhedrin 39 b ; 
Megillah 10 b ; and cp. Ex. Rab. xxiii. on xv. i ; Mech. p. 34 b). 
Unfortunately the passages which could be quoted showing a very 
different tendency are much more numerous. Nevertheless, in the 
long run, and if we look back upon all that is past and gone. Rab- 
binic particularism did not so very much matter. It did not, I 
mean, so much matter to Judaism, For it was not part of the 
essence of the religion. The compassion or love of God was of the 
essence of the religion. It was easy to shed a bad particularism 
which was opposed to that essence. The somewhat casual and 
isolated Rabbinic dictum that ‘ the righteous of all nations should 
have a share in the world to come ’ could easily be expanded, 
generalized, and deepened. A false particularism opposed to the 
dictum could easily be dropped. In no religion can universalism 
be purer than in modern Liberal Judaism, and so far as Matthew 
viii, II, 12 is concerned, while the harsh second verse need not be 
used, the spirit of the first verse can be, and is, accepted to the very 
foUest possible degree. 

To this note Mr. Loewe has made the following interesting obser- 
vations : ‘ I quite agree with your point that Jewish scholars some- 
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times quite unfairly suppress unfriendly passages and sometimes 
argue merely from the friendly ones, as though these alone were 
typical. There can be no doubt that there were teachers whose 
point of view was unpleasantly particularist, but I would plead that 
(i) their teaching was but the reflection of their own individual 
outlook, and (2) that they may have uttered their remarks with 
reference to a particularly bad group of non-Jews. Thus the Con- 
servative party in English politics has been the champion of the 
principle of liberty as much as the Liberal party, yet many Con- 
servative — and Christian — speeches on the subject of aliens have 
been as bad as an3rthing uttered 1900 years ago by particularist 
Jews. No doubt the Conservative speakers were confronted by aliens 
whose actions were as antipathetic to them as were those of heathens 
to the Rabbis who denounced them. The life of the average Pro- 
vincial must have been very low. Quite apart from idolatry, the 
general morality must have been deplorable. When we read in the 
Mishna that it is not safe to stable a horse in a pagan inn because 
of the prevalence of bestiality, when we think of the arena, of 
the temples of Venus, of the Groves of Daphne, etc., what can 
be said of the Gentiles ! We are too prone to take an Aurelius or 
a Cato as the typical Gentile. This may, to some extent, explain 
the anti -Gentile remarks. They are reflections, estimates, sum- 
mings up of the present, not curses or wishes. But what about 
the future ? Are the Rabbis anxious to ameliorate the low moral 
condition of the Gentiles ? I wonder if the answer is this. The 
Rabbis hoped for the ingathering of the bulk of the Gentiles in the 
future, welcoming stray individuals, while Jesus hoped for wholesale 
conversions straightway ? I think that the pro-Gentile passages 
must be assessed not merely quantitatively but qualitatively. Far 
more important than one cruel obiter dictum, than a dozen sarcastic, 
proud, exclusive, contemptuous anecdotes, is the effect of the 
liturgy. Now the liturgy is based on the doctrine of the Remnant, 
and the liturgical development from the Remnant to the Universe 
is clear and speedy. Take the tremendously important New Year 
prayer (Amidah) "jins |n p:j% where the redemption of “ all thy 
works ” is linked with that of Israel, and is made the raison d^Ure 
of Israel. Take the daily service, morning and evening, see how 
general is this parallehsm, Israel’s choice, Israel’s mission; the 
same applies to the Grace after Meals and to the Blessings. The 



2i6 rabbinic literature and gospel teachings 


sum total of all this liturgical material is great and the effect 
lasting. 

‘ I think the Rabbis took a political outlook : they saw that 
the world could not be changed so long as the Roman Empire lasted, 
and they realized their impotence against Rome. The Elingdom 
of God and the kingdom of pride could not co-exist. Hence the 
emphasis on the Remnant, to keep alive the ideals of God during 
the dark period. Inlerim-eihiky if you like, for a lengthy interim. 
It is not fair to blame Bar Kochba for trying to upset Roman Rule 
in order to leave Israel free for the Kingdom (for, had he been 
purely Imperialist, Aqiba would not have supported him), and, 
at the same time, to praise Jesus for trying to do the same thing 
by different means, e.g, peaceful penetration. The Rabbis took 
long views : Jesus emphasized the present ; he would have attacked 
Rome, as Prussia used the Bolshevists to capture Russia, by under- 
mining idolatry from within and making it collapse, and he (or Paul) 
succeeded. Rome became Christian, but did the result tally with 
the hope, and was this disappointment accidental ? Was it not 
inevitable ? “He who believes will not be impetuous.’’ Jesus, I 
think, was impetuous, the Rabbis were long-sighted. Hence he 
stressed the Gentiles, they, the Remnant. That there was much 
good and a httle bad in both I feel sure. We could do well without 
the hostile passages in Midrash and in Gospels, and in fact we do 
ignore them. What I mean by all this is that, au fond, there was 
nothing very new in the Gospel teaching about Gentiles. It was 
sound, it was typical, it was Rabbinic. Moreover, one of the reasons 
why we have more anti-Gentile passages may be that comparatively 
little is known of the teaching of the missionary Rabbis. No doubt 
their message would have been more evangelical. The Rabbis in 
the homeland had another duty, to safeguard the Remnant, rather 
than to proselytize. Both duties go hand in hand, for the doctrine 
of the Remnant is useless without that of the ingathering of the 
Gentiles. But the man whose business it was to prevent his flock 
from being contaminated with Gentile sin was — ^for better or worse 
— less interested in converting the external sinner. Jesus, on the 
other hand, was more free in this respect because aU his followers 
were presumably pure and spiritual, or else they would not have 
followed him, and he could be more certain of his small band than 
the Rabbis could of the masses. So he could tackle the bigger field 
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with an easy mind. It would be an interesting experiment to 
analyse the pro- and contra-Gentile sayings, and classify them 
according to date and environment of the speaker. I feel that the 
contra-Gentile sayings were not deliberate, not intended to spread 
an anti-alien sentiment, but merely to stress the avoidance of 
Gentile sin. As you say, Judaism remained unaffected by them in 
practice. You cannot get away from such a definite statement as 
Gittin 61 a, “ Gentile and Jewish poor must equally be supported, 
Gentile and Jewish sick visited, and Gentile and Jewish corpses 
buried.” That is the outcome.’ 

13. It is not strictly within the chosen limits of my book, but 
I may, perhaps, be permitted to quote the story of R. Chanina b. 
Doza. ‘ It once happened that the son of R. Gamaliel was ill. He 
sent two disciples of the wise to R. Chanina to pray on his behalf. 
When he saw them, he ascended to an upper chamber, and prayed 
on his behalf. On descending, he said to them, Go, the fever has 
left him. They said to him : Are you a prophet ? He replied, 1 
am no prophet nor a prophet’s son ; but so is my tradition ('':‘: 52 ''pD) : 
if my prayer is fluent in my mouth, I know that it is accepted ; if 
not, that it is rejected. They sat down and wrote and noted the 
time. When they came to R. Gamaliel, he said to them. By the 
Temple-Service ! You have neither understated nor overstated [the 
time]. But thus it happened ; at that very hour the fever left him, 
and he asked us for water to drink ’ (Berachoth 34 b. Dr. Cohen’s 
translation). 

15. The relation of Jesus to women seems unlike what would 
have been usual for a Rabbi. He seems to have definitely broken 
with orientalism in this particular. S.B. quote from Eliddushin 70 a : 

‘ Samuel (drca a.d. 250) said. One must not be waited on by a 
woman. This was quoted by one Rabbi to another, when the 
latter suggested that his daughter should come in and serve them 
with drink. She is still young, said her father. To which the 
other replied : Samuel said, that it made no difference whether a 
woman is young or not : she must not wait on men.’ S.B. might 
have added the rather pretty story in Kiddushin 81 b {fin,). ‘ R. 
Acha b. Abba visited his son-in-law, R. Chisda, and took his grand- 
daughter on his lap. The son-in-law said : Do you not know that 
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she is betrothed ? R. Acha said, You have transgressed a ruling 
of Rab, for Rab said, A girl must not be betrothed till she is grown- 
up (over 12), and till she can say. So and so pleases me. Then the 
son-in-law said. You, too, have transgressed a ruling of Samuel, 
who said that a man must not be waited on by a woman. R. Acha 
said, I act according to another opinion of Samuel, for he said. All 
in the name of heaven ’ (i.e. the intention, not the mere outward 
deed, is the determining factor). But certainly the relations of 
Jesus towards women, and of theirs towards him, seem to strike a 
new note, and a higher note, and to be off the line of Rabbinic 
tradition. 

Mr. Loewe calls my attention to the fact that we hear of no 
attack upon Jesus on the part of the Scribes and Rabbis because 
of his consorting so much with, or being so much waited on by, 
women. If what is indicated in viii. 15 had so much violated the 
Jewish habits of the time, should we not have been told something 
of some criticism of Jesus from the Rabbis in this regard ? 

17. It will be better to speak about vicarious suffering on 
another occasion, (xx. 28.) This verse may not suggest this doctrine. 
See my note ad loc. 

21. Discipleship such as Jesus demanded and inspired (a 
following, not for study but for service — to help the Master in his 
mission, to carry out his instructions and so on) was apparently a 
new thing, at all events, something which did not fit in, or was not 
on all-fours, with usual Rabbinic customs or with customary Rabbinic 
phenomena. 

As to the saying in 21 and 22, see my note. I think it is accurate. 
S.B.’s quotations as to the duty of burying the dead, and as to its 
place in Rabbinic ethics and ‘ duties,’ are quite pertinent. And 
their remark about the passage as a whole is also justified. * Erwagt 
man diese Anschauungen, die im jiidischen Volk fiber die Bestattung 
eines Toten und noch dazu des eignen Vaters herrschten, dann wird 
man sich den Eindruck vorstellen konnen, den Jesu Antwort gemacht 
hat : Lass die Toten ihre Toten begraben — du aber folge mir nach.’ ^ 

* ‘ If we consider and weigh the opinions which were cherished by the Jewish 
people about the burial of the dead, and still more about the burial of one’s own 
father, it is easy to imagine the impression which Jesus’s reply must have 
produced.’ 
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My note is inadequate, inasmuch as I only speak of the reference 
to the man’s father, whereas the actual deed which Jesus regards as 
secondary — burying the dead — ^is also a no less important, or rather, 
is the crucial, element in the story. For on the duty of burying 
the dead, and of taking part in funerals and burials, the Rabbis 
laid the very greatest stress. 

22. If the ‘ dead ’ means the spiritually dead in the first half of 
the sentence, the quotations in S.B. constitute a very fair parallel for 
similar use of the word among the Rabbis. In several passages the 
wicked are said to be ‘ dead while yet alive,’ whereas the righteous 
are ‘ alive in their death.’ As regards the righteous, this seems to 
mean no more than that the righteous will live again after their 
death. And so, perhaps, the saying about the wicked does not 
mean that the wicked are spiritually dead, but rather that they 
will not enjoy the beatitude of the life to come. 

ix. 2, 3. We have, I suppose, to distinguish in Rabbinic theology 
between sufferings as such and punishments as such. There are 
many punishments (nv:y"is) which are not sufferings. (Cp. the 
passage quoted in Marmorstein, The Old Rabbinic Doctrine of God^ 
Part I. p. 188, from Mechilta 63 b : ‘If you receive upon your- 
selves the chastisements with joy (God says to Israel), you will 
receive reward ; if you murmur against them, they wiU change into 
punishments. Therefore they received the chastisements with joy.’) 
Thus it says in The Ethics of the Fathers (Authorized Daily Prayer 
Booh, Singer’s edition, p. 200), ‘ Seven kinds of punishment come 
into the world for seven important transgressions.’ Such punish- 
ments are drought, pestilence, noxious beasts, etc. Sufferings 
{|n*iD'») which, to the Rabbis, seem usually to be bodily suffer- 
ings, stand in a category by themselves. And in spite of the saying 
of R. Ammi that there are no sufferings without sin, it was very 
generally held that there were. Again, sufferings purify, sufferings 
atone, and though it may be said that such purification and atone- 
ment can only be a purification from some fault, or an atonement 
for some transgression, yet, even so, they would not be regarded as 
punishments in the ordinary sense of the word. Even the righteous 
need purification, and all need atonement. Thus sufferings may 
be the sign not of serious sin, but of God’s love. Punishments, 
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such, as pestilence, could not be so regarded. ‘ Chastisements of 
love ’ is a very common Rabbinic phrase. R. Joshua ben Levi 
(Genesis Rabba, xcii. i init, on xliii. 14) said, ‘ All sufferings 
which prevent a man from studying the Law are sufferings of 
rebuke (nriDin), whereas those which do not are sufferings of 
love ’ — a quaint distinction. The physical and the ethical are most 
oddly mixed up together in the conceptions of some Rabbis. I have 
already quoted some of the strange passages about diarrhoea and 
disease of the bowels given and discussed by Biichler in his Tyjpes 
of Jewish Palestinian Piety, and also in his Sins, pp. 328, 329, 340. 
It was said that ‘ three persons will not see the face of hell ; those 
who suffer grinding poverty, those who suffer from the Government, 
and those who suffer from disease of the bowels.’ (Erubin 41 b.) 
What seems meant is (i) that the disease is sufficiently severe to 
make it reasonable that a man should not suffer any more hereafter ; 
(2) that the suffering actually makes a man less sinful, it purges his 
tendency to sin ; (3) that the suffering is accepted or sent by God 
as an adequate punishment for sin, so that the man is pardoned 
because he has endured it ; (4) that, somehow or other, the man 
as a whole is better and ‘ purer ’ if his body is ‘ purer,’ and his body 
is purer if all decaying food and excrement are removed from 
it. These four ideas are not clearly separated, but flow into one 
another. At bottom the immense importance attached to fasting 
communion, or to fasting administration and partaking of the 
sacrament by the priest, on the part of many Christians, rests, I 
should imagine, upon the same mixture of the material and the 
spiritual. The body must be as ‘ pure ’ as possible when a holy 
act is being performed, and ‘ pure ’ means having as little decaying 
food, etc., inside you as possible. No doubt, these old ideas are 
at present greatly ‘ purified.’ 

The saying in the ‘Ethics of the Fathers’ (iv. 19) that ‘it is not 
in our power to explain the prosperity of the wicked or the sufferings 
of the good’ also, I think, reflects one ‘Rabbinic’ point of view.^ 
Whether certain permanent bodily afflictions such as blindness, 
paralysis, or leprosy were more especially looked upon as due to 
sin, I do not know. In the story in Mark ii. I~I2, Matthew ix. 1-8, 

1 The meaning of the saying is not wholly clear, and the interpretation given 
is only one of many. See Mr. Travers Herford’s exceUent edition of Aboth (New 
York, 1928). 
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Jesus appears to accept this view. Whether he really did so is 
perhaps doubtful. For (cp. my note on Mark ii. 1-12, Vol. i. p. 43) 
this is the only story in the Synoptic Gospels in which the concep- 
tion that a diseased person is a sinful person, or that disease is a 
punishment for previous sin, comes in. The story as it stands 
obviously implies that the cure of the disease must imply forgive- 
ness of the sin. For if the sin were not forgiven, the man would 
not or could not be cured. 

6. The power to forgive sins is only twice (here and in Luke 
vii. 47) attributed to Jesus in the Synoptics, for the other healings 
are not connected with sin. S.B. declare (and, I think, correctly) 
that such a power is never predicated of the Messiah in Rabbinic 
literature. If, in one passage, Messiah’s tongue is said to be pardon 
and forgiveness, that phrase must be interpreted to refer to his mild 
judgments and to his gentleness, which will be ever ready to forget 
and ignore any wrong done to him. Meanwhile the connection of 
physical suffering with sin seems very deep-rooted in Judaism, and 
is hardly eradicated even to-day. Thus in the Authorized Daily 
Prayer Booh, p. 316, the prayers ‘ to be said by a sick person ’ 
combine supplication for restoration to health with a fairly lengthy 
confession of sin. The long prayer ‘ for a sick man dangerously 
ill ’ in the Sephardic ritual includes the following : ‘ May God heal 
his wounds and sorrows, pardon all his sins, forgive all his trans- 
gressions and lengthen his days and his years.’ And (as Mr. Loewe 
points out) the regular Rabbinic doctrine is that healing could only 
follow forgiveness (i,e. sin is assumed as the cause of sickness). That 
is why in the Amidah the prayer for forgiveness precedes the prayer 
for healing. (Megillah 17 b.) And R. Chiya definitely stated, ‘ The 
patient is not healed of his sickness until his sins are forgiven ’ 
(Nedarim 41 a). 

II, 12. Here we meet a new and gracious characteristic of Jesus, 
and to it there are no parallels in the Rabbinic literature. On the 
contrary, a respected Rabbi and teacher would have avoided 
eating or sitting at table with persons of ill-repute. Even to eat 
and sit at table with an Am ha-Aretz — ^with a man, let us say, who was 
doubtful as regards his observance of the law of tithing — was gener- 
ally held to be improper, as S.B. show in their quotations. To eat 
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with tax-collectors and ‘sinners’ (whoever these ‘sinners’ may actu- 
ally have been) would have been regarded as still more improper or 
objectionable. That a teacher should go about and associate with 
such persons, and attempt to help them and ‘ cure ’ them by familiar 
and friendly intercourse with them, was, I imagine, an unheard of 
procedure. That the physician of the soul should seek out the 
‘ sick ’ was a new phenomenon. According to the Rabbis, the 
visiting of the bodily sick was an obligation and a duty of the first 
order. But the seeking out of the morally sick was not put upon 
the same footing, nor, so far as we can gather, was it practised. 
Here Jesus appears to be ‘ original’ The great significance and 
importance of this new departure and its effects are obvious. There 
must have been among some Rabbis a tendency to aloofness. We 
rarely are allowed to get any criticism of the Rabbis, for the 
Rabbinic literature is compiled entirely by themselves. An occasional 
remark is all the more significant. Such is one definition of the 
‘ Epicurus.’ (See note on x. 32.) They are the men who say : 
‘ What are the Rabbis to us ? They learn for themselves and teach 
for themselves ’ (Sanhedrin 99 b). 

Mr. Loewe adds the following : ‘ You will note that neither here 
nor in Mark nor in Luke is Jesus blamed after he has given his 
explanation. His presence was at first misunderstood ; he was 
assumed to be amusing himself with sinners and participating in 
their revelry. When he made it clear that he was there for a 
different purpose, his word was accepted, whereas, on your theory, 
there should have been a further reply, after verse 13, to the effect 
that sinners should be left alone. If you saw a divinity professor 
consorting with Newmarket bookmakers, or in the green-room of 
the ballet, you might think some explanation called for on his part. 
There is always the contrast between the itinerant evangelist with a 
roving commission and the parson with a cure of souls, who has a 
definite parish to look after, I am always reminded of the early 
Wesleyan preachers and always quoting them. But the C. of E. 
vicars of Wesley’s day would have been justifiably angry if you had 
said of them that “ the seeking out of the morally sick was neither 
required nor practised.” I think the farthest that you can go is 
to say that Jesus was able, owing to his independent position, to be 
more free in going about in doubtful society, that he could spend 
more time in the slums, and that he could go here and there as he 
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pleased. I am inclined to think this was a new move on his part, 
but I pause because it is such a gigantic statement to make without 
very definite evidence. But, speaking subject to correction, I feel 
that it will stand. I cannot at the moment recall cases of Eabbis 
who specialized in reclaiming the lowest sinners to the same ex- 
tent. I think the Eabbis were more general in their methods ; 
they addressed themselves to the whole, calling upon the people 
as a whole to repent, without having a special mission to par- 
ticular classes. But I feel very doubtful even about this qualified 
sentence.’ 

The foregoing paragraphs would give a false impression if it were 
to be supposed that the Eabbis did not actively labour in the relief 
of suffering and distress. There is evidence for the existence of 
organizations for the performance of different kinds of ‘ deeds of 
lovingkindness,’ such as visiting the sick and comforting the sorrow- 
ing {Cj). Kohler, Origins of the Synagogue and the Church, p. 132), 
and to these organizations Eabbis belonged. ‘ These are they who 
fear the Lord, who make a compact, and say, We will go and release 
the prisoners and redeem the captives ’ (Aboth E. Nathan, viii., 18 b). 
We are told of two ‘ pious men ’ (presumably Eabbis) who heard 
of a girl being taken captive, and journeyed forth to set her free, 
and we are told of their adventures on the quest. We only get to 
know quite casually of their actions, because of the stories {very 
odd stories too) connected with them. (Aboth E. Nathan, viii., 19 a.) 
(Kohler, ih. p. 40.) Much went on, doubtless, of devoted and active 
goodness which found no chronicler. Note the following story. 

‘ E. Joshua b. Chananya journeyed to a big city in the Eoman Empire, 
where they said that a boy was imprisoned in the house of shame 
{i.e. he was to be used for unnatural purposes). He went there, 
and saw a boy with beautiful eyes and fair to look on and with curly, 
wavy hair, and he was standing there for purposes of unnatural 
lust. He stood at the door of the place to test the boy, and he spoke 
the verse in Isaiah, Who gave Jacob for a spoil and Israel to the 
robbers ? Then the boy answered and said. Was it not the Lord, 
he against whom we sinned ? When E. Joshua heard this, he 
exclaimed about him the verse (Lam. iv. 2) : “ The precious sons in 
Zion, comparable to fine gold,” etc., and his eyes poured with tears, 
and he said, I call heaven and earth to witness that for this boy a 
teaching post has been reserved in Israel, and I will not budge from 
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here till I have redeemed him with whatever money they fix for 
him. And he did not budge till he had redeemed him for much 
money, and after a little time he taught in a teaching post in Israel, 
and his name was R. Ishmael b. Elisha ’ (Lamentations R. on iv. i). 
Kohler alludes to the story in Jer. Terumoth viii. lo, 46 b. ‘ If a 
company of Israelites on a journey meet a band of heathen who say, 
Deliver us up one of your number, and we will kill him ; if not, we 
will kill you all, then they must all be killed, for no Israelite must be 
delivered up to the heathen. But if they say. Deliver us up such a 
one, mentioning him by name, then they may deliver him up. One 
Rabbi said. Yes, but only if he has already committed an act for 
which he is liable to be put to death. R. Yochanan, however, said. 
Even without this restriction. Ula was sought for by the Govern- 
ment : he fled and took refuge at Lud with R. Joshua b. Levi. 
They came and told the inhabitants that the place would be laid 
waste unless he were given up. R. Joshua went and persuaded Ula 
that he should let himself be delivered up. Now Elijah was in the 
habit of appearing to R. Joshua, and he came no more. Then R. 
Joshua fasted many days, and at last Elijah appeared. He said 
to R. Joshua, Should I reveal myself to informers ? (delatores). 
I only acted according to a teaching, said the Rabbi. Is that 
a teaching for the pious, said Elijah ? ’ (□n'’Dnn n:^D). Kohler 
quotes this story, together with the saying in Aboth, ‘ He who says 
mine is thine and thine is also thine, is a true chasidy' to show that 
there was a similar spirit of idealism afoot among the ‘ pious ’ 
Rabbis to that which Jesus desired to evoke among his disciples; 
‘ Except your righteousness exceed the righteousness of the Scribes 
and Pharisees, ye shall not enter the kingdom of heaven.’ 

16, 17. As to these verses, it is hardly possible to ask for parallels. 
Their meaning is somewhat dubious. Cp. my note on Mark ii. 21, 
22. If they refer to new teaching and old institutions, or to the 
incompatibility of combining new teaching with old, or of fitting 
on the one to the other, it is obvious that there could be no real 
parallels to them in the Rabbinic literature. 

X. 5. It is not within the purpose of this book to deal with 
matters such as the relations of the Rabbis with the Samaritans. 
They can be studied in detail in S.B, 
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8. ‘ Give gratis.’ The Eabbinic view as regards the teaching 
of the Law was precisely the same. For the teaching of children 
payment might be made and taken (in view of the loss of time in- 
curred in doing what was really the parents’ duty), but not for the 
regular teaching, in the academies and seminaries, of adults. The 
usual passages quoted by S.B. on pp. 562, 563 are quite clear and 
definite, and some of them may be repeated here. ‘ R. Zadok said, 
Make not of the Torah a crown wherewith to aggrandize thyself, nor 
a spade wherewith to dig. So also used Hillel to say. He who 
makes a worldly use of the crown of the Torah shall waste away. 
Hence thou mayest infer that whosoever desires a profit for himself 
from the words of the Torah is helping on his own destruction ’ 
(Aboth iv. 5). ‘ Take no payment for thy knowledge of the Torah, 
for God gave it gratis ; so do thou ’ (Derech Eretz Zuta iv.). ‘ As 

Moses taught Israel gratis, so do thou ’ (Bechoroth 29 a). Isaiah 
Iv. I is quoted to the same end : ‘ Ho, every one that thirsts, come 
to the waters, and he that has no money : come, buy and eat ; 
buy wine and milk without usury and without price.’ The waters, 
the wine, the milk, are to the Rabbis all metaphors for the Torah. 
(Numbers R., i. 7 on i. 3.) The charming story about R. 

Tarphon, given by S.B., is quoted also in my essay on The Spirit 
of Judaism, {Beginnings, Vol. i. p. 80.) ‘ One day, at the close 
of the fig harvest, he was walking in a garden, and he ate some figs 
that had been left behind. The custodians of the garden came up, 
caught him, and beat him unmercifully. Then Tarphon called out, 
and said who he was, whereupon they stopped and let him go. Yet 
aU his days did he grieve, for he said, “ Woe is me, for I have used 
the crown of the Law for my own profit.” For the teaching ran : 
A man must not say, I will study, so as to be called a wise man, 
or Rabbi, or an elder, or to have a seat in the College, but he must 
study from love, the honour will come of itself’ (Jer. Shebiith 
iv. § 2, 35 b ; Nedarim 62 a). R. Elazar (Eliezer) b. Sadok (first 
century), who, an older man than Tarphon, also saw the fall of 
Jerusalem, was wont to say, ‘ Do the words of the Law for the 
doing’s sake, and speak of them for their own sake. Make them 
not a crown with which to exalt thyself, or a spud with which to 
weed ’ (Nedarim 62 a ; Aboth iv. 7). 

10. ‘ The labourer is worthy of his food.’ It would seem that 

Q 
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many Rabbis, if they were poor, supported themselves, like Paul, 
by following some trade or handicraft. But it was also regarded 
as a great MUzvah (privilege, good deed, honour) to support a 
Rabbi and pay for his sustenance. ‘ R. Eliezer b. Jacob said. He 
who receives a Rabbi in his house as his guest, and lets him have 
enjoyment from his (the owner’s) possessions, the Scripture ascribes 
it to him as if he had offered the continual offerings ’ (Berachoth 
10 b). And R. Yochanan speaks as if it were a law or an obligation 
for the members of a Jewish community in a town to support a 
Rabbi (or a man of learning), just because such a one neglects his 
own affairs and occupies himself with the affairs of God. Never- 
theless — ^the proviso is added — this rule only extends to giving him 
‘ his bread.’ I suppose this means that while the Rabbi is to be 
supported, his maintenance need not be on a luxurious scale. The 
quotation given by S.B., Tanchuma, Ki Tissa, 119 a, does not seem 
in point. It appears only to indicate that he who occupies himself 
in the study of the Law shall succeed and prosper and become 
rich : one of the paradoxes like ‘ He who begins the study of the 
Law in poverty shall end it in wealth.’ One need not lay much 
stress upon such sayings. 

25. There is a similar saying in the Talmud (Berachoth 58 b), 
but it occurs in a different setting. The Master is God. The whole 
passage is worth quoting. ‘ Ulla and Rab Chisda were journeying 
along the road. When they reached the entrance of the house of 
Rab Ghana b. Chanilai, Rab Chisda broke down and sighed. Ulla 
asked him, ‘ Why dost thou sigh ? For lo, Rab has said : A sigh 
breaks half the body of a man ; as it is said, “ Sigh therefore, 
thou son of man, with the breaking of thy loins,” etc. (Ezek. xxi. 
ii) ; and R. Yochanan has said : It even breaks the whole body ; 
as it is said, “ And it shall be, when they say unto thee. Wherefore 
sighest thou ? that thou shalt say. Because of the tidings, for it 
cometh ; and every heart shall melt,” ’ etc. {ibid. v. 12). He answered 
him, ‘ How should I not sigh [on beholding] a house in which there 
were sixty cooks by day and sixty cooks by night, and they baked 
for each person what he desired. Nor did he ever take his hand 
away from his purse, thinking that perhaps there may come a poor 
man, the son of respectable people, and while he is reaching for 
his purse, he would be put to shame. Moreover, it had four doors 
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open to the four directions, and whoever entered hungry came out 
sated. He used also to cast wheat and barley outside during the 
years of drought, so that anybody who was ashamed to take it by 
day came and took it by night. And now that it is fallen into 
ruins, shall I not sigh ? UUa said to him. Thus spake R. Yochanan : 
From the day the Temple was destroyed, a decree was issued that 
the houses of the righteous should be destroyed ; as it is said, “ In 
mine ears said the Lord of Hosts : Of a truth many houses shall 
be desolate, even great and fair, without inhabitant ” (Is. v. 9). 
Also said R. Yochanan : The Holy One, blessed be he, will restore 
them to habitation ; as it is said, “ A Song of Ascents. They that 
trust in the Lord are as Mount Zion” (Ps. cxxv. i) — ^just as the 
Holy One, blessed be he, will restore Mount Zion to habitation, so 
will he restore the houses of the righteous to habitation. He per- 
ceived that his mind was still not at rest, so he said to him. It is 
enough for the slave to be like his master ’ (Dr. Cohen’s transla- 
tion, p. 384). 

28. * Fear him who can destroy both body and soul in hell,’ 
t.c. fear God. The sentiment is Rabbinic, but it would be totally 
false to suppose that this is the only, or even the predominant 
attitude of the Rabbis towards God, any more than it was the only 
or predominant attitude of Jesus. The famous death-bed scene 
of R. Yochanan b. Zakkai has been quoted too often, and far too 
much stress has been laid upon it. It is given in S.B. p. 581, in 
my Old Testam&nJt and After ^ p. 409, and in my ‘ Spirit of Judaism,* 
Beginnings, p. 51. But perhaps I had better quote it again. 
‘ When R. Yochanan b. Zakkai was ill, his disciples went in to visit 
him. On beholding them, be began to weep. His disciples said 
to him, 0 lamp of Israel, right-hand pillar, mighty hanuner! 
Wherefore dost thou weep ? He replied to them. If I was being 
led into the presence of a human king who to-day is here and 
to-morrow in the grave, who, if he were wrathful against me, his 
anger would not be eternal, who, if he imprisoned me, the imprison- 
ment would not be everlasting, who, if he condemned me to death, 
the death would not be for ever, and whom I can appease with words 
and bribe with money — even then I should weep ; but now, when 
I am being led into the presence of the King of Kings, the Holy 
One, blessed be he, who lives and endures for all eternity, who, 
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if he be wrathful against me his anger is eternal, who, if he 
imprisoned me, the imprisonment would be everlasting, who, if 
he condemned me to death, the death would be for ever, and whom 
I cannot appease with words nor bribe with money — nay, more, 
when before me lie two ways, one of the Garden of Eden and the 
other of Gehinnom^ and I know not in which I am to be led — shall 
I not weep ? ’ (Dr. Cohen’s translation, p. i88, Berachot 28 b). 
I do not think that Yochanan’s weeping can be regarded as the 
usual or characteristic attitude of the Rabbis upon their death- 
beds, or that it was considered the correct and pious attitude. 
On the whole, the doctrine that ‘ all Israelites (except a few very 
grave sinners) shall have a share in the world to come ’ tended to 
make all Jews, whether Rabbis or no, comfortable and confident 
at the near coming of death. Moreover, that to love God is a better 
and nobler attitude than to fear him the Rabbis were well aware : 
to serve him from love is better than to serve him from fear. There 
are a number of passages to this effect. One or two familiar ones 
are : ‘ The Scripture has made a distinction between him who acts 
from fear and him who acts from love. The reward of him who 
acts from love is double and quadruple. Act from love, for there 
is no love where there is fear, or fear where there is love, except 
in relation to God. (Cp. Biichler, Sins^ p. 160.) Love God with all 
thy soul — even when he takes thy soul ( = life), even to the last 
outpressing ('»iy'»D) of thy soul ; even like Isaac who himself 
bound himself upon the altar’ (Sifre 73 a and b). (Bacher, Agada 
der Tannaiten, Vol. i. p. 418, n. 2.) ‘ Do you perchance say, I will 
study to become rich, or to be called Rabbi, or to receive a reward ? 
Therefore it says. Love your God. All that you do, do only from 
love ’ (Sifre 80 a init,). Then there is the passage in Mishnah 
Sotah iv. 5 about Job serving God only from love, and the remarks 
of the Gemara (30 b). R. Meir said that God-fearing is said both 
of Abraham and of Job, and in both cases the God-fearingness was 
fromlove. (Cp. Biichler, StnSjp. 126.) Thusfear, orrather, reverence, 
is always to be present as well as love. ‘ Fear God and love God : 
the Law says both ; act from both love and fear ; from love, for if 
you would hate, no lover hates, and from fear, for if you would 
kick, no fearer kicks’ (Jer. Sotah v. 7, 20 c). (Cp. Biichler, Sins, p. 
164.) ‘ R. Judah b. Tema said. Be bold as a lion, quick as a stag, to 
do the will of thy Father who is in heaven. . , , Love and fear God. 
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Eejoice, and yet fear, in the execution of his commandments * 
(Aboth R. Nathan xli. 67 a). That sums up the Rabbinic view 
in this matter of love and fear. On the whole, the Rabbis seem 
to have taught that every Israelite who did not deliberately turn 
his back upon the Law would undoubtedly be saved. He might be 
purgatorially punished after death, but it would be for purifica- 
tion, and not eternally. (There is a very full treatment of love and 
fear in Biichler, Sins, and a long statement concerning the various 
views of different Rabbis about Job, and whether he served God 
from love or from fear (pp. 122-189). A full collection of material 
can be found in these pages, and much of it is given both in the 
original and in a translation.) 

29, 30. Cp. Luke xxi. 18. The doctrine of providence here 
enunciated appears quite Rabbinic, and S.B.’s quotations are in 
point — on, and not off, the Rabbinic line. The story about R. 
Simeon b. Yochai {drca 150) affords even a verbal parallel, and 
reappears a large number of times with slight variations. To escape 
capture in the time of persecution under Hadrian he lived in a cave 
for thirteen years. He then came out, and sat at the entrance of 
the cave. He saw a man snaring birds. Before a bird was caught, 
he heard a heavenly voice say ‘ Judgment,’ but when he heard the 
voice say ‘ Remission,’ the bird escaped. So he said, ‘ If even a 
bird is not captured without the will of God, how much less a man ’ 
(Jer. Shebiit ix. § i, 38 d ; Genesis Rabba, Ixxix. 6 on xxxiii. 

18 ; Pesikta 88 b, etc.). ‘ R. Chanina said. No man hurts his finger 
here below without their proclaiming it in regard to him above ’ 
{i.e, unless it is so disposed for him by God : ‘ they ’ as usual = God). 
(Chullin 7 b.) ‘ God sits and feeds the world from the buffalo’s 

horns to the eggs of the louse ’ (Sabbath 107 b). ‘He gives bread 
to all flesh ’ it says in the Psalms (cxxxvi. 25) after speaking about 
the Exodus, and Hillel said that the juxtaposition showed that God’s 
giving of bread was as great and wonderful as the cleaving of the 
Red Sea and the Exodus from Egypt. As the Exodus needed 
miracles, so the bread which a man puts into his mouth is a divine 
miracle (Pesikta R. 152 a). Man’s daily sustenance (nojis) is 
God’s work, (Gen. R. xx. 9 on iii. 17 ; Moore i. p. 379. Parallels 
in Bacher, Agada der pal, : Amorder i. pp. 179, 487 ; cp, also 
Moore i. pp. 384, 385.) ‘ Even the keeper of the cistern is 
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appointed by heaven ’ (Baba Batra 91 b, and again in Berachoth 
58 a). E. Chanina also said, in a constantly quoted passage, 
‘ All is in the hand of heaven, except the fear of heaven ’ 
(Man’s will is free). (Berachoth, 33 b.) In a very odd passage in 
Tanchuma, Pekude, V 2 rj a it is described, in the queerest manner, 
how God decides beforehand about every one, at the earliest stage 
of formation, if ‘ he ’ is to be a man or a woman, rich or poor, short 
or tall, weak or strong, ugly or beautiful, fat or thin, honoured or 
despised; and he also determines as to everything which is to befall 
the man. But whether he is to be righteous or wicked, God deter- 
mines not, for that is left to his own will. (Cp. Sotah 2 a.) The parallel 
to the verse about the hair of the head given by S.B. is most odd. 
It comes to this : ‘ God said to Job, I have made many hairs on 
man’s head, and for every hair I have made a little canal by which 
it is nourished. I distinguish between canal and canal ; should 1 
not do justice ? ’ (This all depends upon a pun between two Hebrew 
words of the same sound meaning ‘ storm ’ and ‘ hair,’ and on a 
playful interpretation of Job ix. 17 and xxxviii. i.) (Baba Batra 
16 a.) Still odder is the story in Tanchuma B. (Tazria viii. 18 a, b.) 
Here it is said that certain priests had to deal with certain cases of 
leprosy by an examination of the hair. One of these priests became 
poor, and wanted to go abroad : he, therefore, began to instruct 
his wife in the matter so that she might do the investigations in 
his absence. He told her of the "canals,’ and said, ‘ If these canals 
dry up, then a man has leprosy. To each hair its canal : if the canal 
dries up, the hair dries up. His wife said. If God has created a 
separate canal for every hair to drink from, shall not God appoint 
for you your sustenance, who art a man who has to give food to his 
children ? And she would not let him go abroad.’ In these strange, 
quaint sayings and tales the Rabbis yet seem to teach much the 
same doctrine as Jesus. 

37. Cp. my note ad he. The saying, however justifiable or 
defendable, has an anti-Rabbinic ring. It is true that the honour 
of God is to be put before obedience to parents — ^so that if a father 
commands his son to violate an injunction of the Law, the son must 
disobey his father (Yebamoth 5 b) — but this seems different from 
what we read in 37. 

A main characteristic of the teaching of Jesus is its absolute- 
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ness, and hence its paradoxicalness. This absoluteness must have 
led through the ages to strangely different results. It must have 
led to very many grand and noble actions ; to very many actions 
which, though grandly and nobly intended, produced undesirable 
results ; and also to many doubtful or even bad actions. Is this 
wholly to be wondered at ? The absolute, translated into finite 
action in a concrete world, must sometimes produce strange results. 
In the particular case under consideration, surely many girls have 
become nuns, or many boys monks, who would have done far better 
to look after their parents, and to do their various small duties in 
practical life. Many must have become missionaries who were ill 
suited for the life, and who made a mess of it. They would have 
done better to love God through loving their parents. For the 
Rabbis are right when they indicate that for most of us, though not, 
I admit, necessarily for all of us, it is in the ordinary duties and 
affections of life that the love of God can best and most dutifully 
be displayed. 

38. Cp. Mark viii. 34 ; Luke ix. 23. These noble verses are 
not off the Rabbinic line. They express Rabbinic spirit and Rab- 
binic action. The martyrs show that this is so. For ‘ Jesus ’ must 
be substituted ‘ God and his Law.’ But the spirit remains the 
same. The Rabbis, reflecting upon past martyrdoms, and upon the 
great probability of future martyrdoms, lay down some rules for 
right conduct in such emergencies. These rules, though showing a 
certain prudence and common sense, are, nevertheless, not opposed 
to, but, on the contrary, are consistent with, the passionate words of 
Jesus. The line which the Rabbis take is this. Where the public 
Sanctification, or the open Profanation, of God’s name is concerned, 
a man must be prepared to give his life. Where that is not in 
question, a man may rightly violate every injunction of the Law 
in order to save his life, with the exception of three. He may not 
commit any idolatrous act ; he may not commit an act of un- 
chastity ; he may not murder. Thus if a Jew were (let us say) 
seized by a Roman, and the Roman mockingly said to him, * Eat 
this bit of bacon, or die,’ he may eat the pig. ‘ God’s laws were 
given for life and not for death.’ But if the Roman said, ‘ Eat this 
bit of bacon as a sign that you renounce Judaism,’ or ‘ as a sign 
that you are ready to worship Jupiter,’ then the Jew must die. 
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Or if he is bidden to eat the bacon at a time of religious persecution, 
then he must refuse and die. Moreover, a difference was made 
according as the bidding to violate the law occurred in private or 
in public. A public violation was a far worse thing than a private 
violation. Some said that a Jew must sooner die than openly violate 
the smallest injunction of the Law. Oddly enough, it was regarded 
as more obligatory to die if the demanded violation was to take 
place when other Israelites were present than if it took place when 
only heathen were present. All this is stated at length in San- 
hedrin 74 a and b. As regards the violation of the Name in public, 
Kiddushin 40 a is worth consulting. A man had better commit a 
sin in private than publicly profane the name of God. The Jew, as 
God’s witness, must never profane God’s name by his open sin. In 
comparison with that, secret sin is less terrible. The relation be- 
tween God and Israel is as the relation between husband and wife. 
* The relation between Israel and God is primarily, it might even be 
said, a relation for themselves, just as the relation between a lover 
and his beloved, between husband and wife, is a relation between 
themselves and for themselves. The relation is a puzzle to the 
nations. What has your lover, they ask, above all other lovers 
that you are ever ready to be kiUed and slain for him, and that you 
love him even unto death ? The readiness for martyrdom, the 
unquenchable love of God, which no adversity and no suffering can 
drown or destroy, are quite as prominent, and quite as genuine, 
factors in the Eabbinic religion as the desire for reward. In the 
Kabbinic literature you have them both in undress. The one is 
just as simple and real as the other. What does “ I am sick of 
love ” mean ? What is the sickness ? It is not a bodily sickness, 
but the love of God, which is a sickness even unto death. Much 
appreciated and quoted were the words of the Psalter : “ Por thy 
sake are we killed all the day long.” How far does the son love 
the Father ? So far that he gives his life for the Father’s honour, 
even as the righteous did, the sons of the living God, who gave their 
lives for his unity; even as Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego 
were willing to do, for they said. Even though God should not rescue 
us, thy god we will not serve. So they were ready to give their 
lives, not on the condition of being saved, but on the risk of being 
burnt, for love is stronger than death. The heroes and martyrs of 
the Hadrianic persecution, as twin sisters with God, gave their lives 
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for the sanctification of the name. As the dove does not shrink 
when she is killed, so the Israelites did not shrink when they were 
slaughtered for the sanctification of the Name. Israel is called a 
stiff-necked nation. Three are insolent. Among animals it is the 
dog ; among birds it is the cock ; among the nations it is Israel. 
Yet this is not said in blame, but in praise ! Either Judaism or 
crucifixion ! It is impossible to question the passion or the purity 
of the Rabbinic love for God. It was not dependent on the prospect 
of reward in heaven, even though such reward was both expected 
and desired. It shines before us as a resplendent example. “ Thou 
shalt love God with all thy heart.” With both thy inclinations, 
says the Midrash, both with the good Yetzer and the evil one : a 
brief and profound remark. Thy heart must not be divided towards 
God. The whole man is to love him ; feelings, instincts, desires, 
all are to be used for, and directed towards, his love. “ And with 
all thy soul ” : even if he takes away thy soul (i.e, thy life) ; even if 
he demands that thou give up thy soul (in martyrdom). “ With 
all thy might ” is added because some men love their possessions 
more than their life, and some men love their life more than their 
possessions. With every measure that God metes out to you, must 
you love him, be it the measure of good or the measure of affliction ’ 
{Old Testament and After, pp. 363 , 364 ).^ One Rabbi said, ‘ The 
words of the Law are only firm (or established) in that man who 
would die for their sake ’ (Berachoth 63 b). 

Mr. Loewe suggests to me that the various discussions on the 
matter, and the somewhat various opinions expressed as regards 
martyrdom, may reflect the varying conditions in certain periods. 
Perhaps in some places and times, some Rabbis were anxious to 
restrain the zeal for martyrdom ; in others, they may have wished 
to stimulate the zeal. That the absence of other Israelites con- 
stituted ‘ privacy,’ and that the presence of many ‘ gentiles ’ was 
not supposed to constitute ‘ publicity,’ may have been precisely due 
to a desire, somehow or other, by some device or ingenious inter- 
pretation, to restrain the desire for mart3n:dom. A curious example 
of the combined idealism and realism of the Jewish mind seems to 

^ The sentences cited from my book depend on a number of Rabbinic passages, 
such as Canticles R. on i. 15, ii. 16, vi. i ; Exodus R., Ki Tissa, xlii. 9 on xxxii. 7 
ad fin, ; Midrash Psalms ix. fin,, 46 a, xviii. (ii), verse 7, 71 a; xxviii. (2), 115 a; 
Ixviii. (8), verse 14, 159 a. 
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than R. Gamaliel waited on the creatures (i.6. on men). They said, 
Who was this ? He said, Abraham, our father, the greatest in the 
world, who waited on the angels, but he thought they were men, 
Arabians, idolaters. How much more should R. Gamaliel wait on 
the wise who are studying the Law, R. Isaac said to them, We 
find that One who is even greater than Abraham and R. Gamaliel 
waits on the creatures (i.e. on men). They said, Who is this ? He 
said. The Shechinah, for in every hour the Shechinah provides 
sustenance for all the inhabitants of the world according to their 
need, and satisfies every living thing, and not only the pious and 
the righteous, but also the wicked and the idolaters. How much 
more then may R. Gamaliel wait on the wise and the students of 
the Law.’ (The same story is found in Sifre 77 a.) One never 
knows where to have these old Rabbis. Hardly has one quoted 
one sentence one way than one finds another which says some- 
thing very different !] ‘ R. Abin, the Levite, said, He who enjoys 
a meal at which a learned man is present is as one who enjoys 
the radiance of the Shechinah ’ (Berachoth 64 a). Quaint and 
odd is the story about R. Yochanan in Kethuboth Iii b. ‘ R. 
Elazar said. The Am ha-Aretz will not rise up at the resurrection. 
R. Yochanan said to him. The Biblical verse on which you rely 
(Isaiah xxvi. 14) only means that idolaters shall not rise up. Well, 
‘then, replied Elazar, I will prove that the Am Tm-Aretz do not 
rise up from Isaiah xxvi. 19 ; he who serves the light of the Law, 
him the light of the Law will quicken, and contrariwise. When 
R. Elazar saw that R. Yochanan was pained by this, he said to him, 
I have found healing for the Am ha-Aretz out of the Law, for it says, 
Ye who clave to the Lord your God are alive to-day. Can one cleave 
to the Shechinah ? Is not God a flaming fire ? (Deut. iv. 24.) 
But it means ; He who marries his daughter to a learned man, 
looks after the learned man’s business, and lets the learned profit 
(or get enjoyment) from his (the Am ha-Aretz's) property, him 
the Scripture regards as if he were cleaving to the Shechinah.’ 
Certainly the Rabbinic world is an aristocracy of learning, but there 
is no desire to keep the aristocracy small. The larger the circle of 
the learned the better. Birth, wealth, priesthood — nothing is of 
importance compared with learning. 

42. It would seem that there is no exact Rabbinic parallel- 
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ism for the use of ‘ little ones ’ as meaning ‘ disciples.’ But the 
term is used to mean ‘ young,’ or as yet imperfectly equipped, or 
imperfectly learned, students of the Law. (S.B. p. 592.) 

xi. 25. It is only right that S.B. give no parallels (except one 
irrelevant, if amusing, story) to this verse. It is clear that what 
is here said and implied is in prevailing opposition to Eabbinic 
teaching. That for which Jesus praises God would have seemed, 
I feel pretty sure, to most of the Rabbis, a punishment and a disaster. 
The verse, whether authentic or not, shows Jesus in antagonism to 
the Rabbis, not merely on the score of some particular question 
(e.g, the observance of the Sabbath), but absolutely and altogether. 
The spirit of the one (according to this verse) is removed from the 
spirit of the other. Whereas learning and knowledge and study are 
the supreme excellences and divinest gifts of God to the one, they 
are here apparently depreciated and rejected by the other. The 
Kingdom is not for the wise and the learned ; it is for the simple 
and the ignorant. The opposition seems complete. Nevertheless, 
even here one must not exaggerate. When Elijah is reported to 
have told R. Berokah that the jokesters and the gaoler were going 
to inherit the life to come, a certain rebuke must be intended for 
the ‘ pride of learning ’ (Taanith 22 a). Or, at all events, the story 
must be meant to indicate that heaven and its beatitudes are by 
no means limited to the “wise.” Part of the story of R. Berokah 
runs thus : ‘ R. Berokah of Chuza frequented the market of Lapet. 
One day Elijah appeared to him there, and R. Berokah asked him : 
Is there among the people of this market any one that is destined 
to share in the world to come ? Elijah replied. There is none. 
In the meantime a man drew nigh and Elijah said. This man is 
one who will share in the world to come. R. Berokah thereupon 
called to the man, but the latter did not heed the call, so R. Berokah 
went over to him and asked him what his occupation was, “ I am 
a jailer,” the man declared, “ and I keep men and women separate. 
At night I place my bed between the men and the women, so that 
no wrong be committed.” Then two other men appeared on the 
scene, and Elijah said to R. Berokah, “ These two will also share 
in the world to come.” R. Berokah then asked them, “ What is 
your occupation ? ” They replied, “ We are merry-makers ; when 
we see a man who is downcast, we cheer him up ; also when we see 
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two people quarrelling with one another, we endeavour to make 
peace between them ” ’ (Dr. Malter’s rendering). Again, a page or 
80 earlier in the same tractate (21 b) we read, ' An epidemic once 
broke out in Sura, but in the neighbourhood of Eab’s residence 
the epidemic did not appear. The people thought that this was 
due to Rab’s merits, but in a dream they were told that the miracle 
was too slight to be attributed to Rab’s great merits, and that it 
happened because of the merits of a man who willingly lent hoe and 
shovel to a cemetery (for the digging of graves). A fire once broke 
out in Drokeret, but the neighbourhood of R. Huna was spared. 
The people thought that it was due to the merit of R. Huna, but 
they were told in a dream that R. Huna’s merits were too great, 
and the sparing of his neighbourhood from iire too small a matter, 
to attribute it to him, and that it was due to the merits of a certain 
woman who used to heat her oven and place it at the disposal of 
her neighbours.’ May we go so far as to say that, with the gradual 
‘disappearance of the Am ha-Aretz in the technical sense, the teach- 
ing of the Rabbis tended (i) in no wise to lessen the honour and 
preciousness of study and learning and wisdom, but (2) to become 
more definite in the direction of believing and teaching that simple, 
unlearned goodness was adequate for admission to heavenly bliss ? 

Mr. Loewe suggests to me as parallels : (i) the remark in the 
Mechilta on Exodus xv. i (37 a, top), that the handmaidens by the 
shore of the Red Sea saw that which Ezekiel and the prophets did 
not see. (2) Exodus R. xxiii., BeshalUzch, on the same verse, ‘ R. 
Judah said, Who started the song of praise "IDK '*D) 

to God ? The babes, whom Pharaoh had wanted to cast into the 
river, for they recognized God.’ 

28-30. The inference usually drawn from these verses is that 
Jesus is contrasting his own ‘ yoke ’ with that of the yoke of the 
Law. The one is light and delightful ; the other heavy and burden- 
some ; the one joyous, the other terrifying. Jesus is supposed (I 
imagine) to address (i) those who observed the Law and were 
weighed down by its burden, its detail, and its minutiae ; (2) those 
who had fallen out of the ranks, and for one reason or another 
did not, could not, or would not, obey the ‘ endless ’ injunctions of 
the Law. Either class could be, I imagine, regarded as Komtovres 
and 7T€<f>opTiafi€voi ‘ weary and heavy laden,’ See further my notes 
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ad, loc. How far there then existed many persons who, not obeying 
the Law, were weary and heavy laden, it is very hard to say. The 
answer involves the whole complicated question of the Am ha-Aretz, 
of whom Dr. Abrahams gives the most impartial, and, perhaps, 
therefore, no very conclusive, information in his essay at the end of 
Vol. II. of my Commentary, pp. 647-669. So far as those who 
obeyed the Law are concerned, the evidence through the ages goes 
quite the other way. To them the Law was a delight and no burden, 
and in practice and life all this talk of ‘ endless ’ injunctions and 
minutiae is largely a figment of Christian theologians. How could 
or can these theologians help themselves ? They only knew and 
know the Law from outside. How it really affected and affects 
life they knew and know not. Moreover, the Rabbis were not 
above making an occasional joke about the Law’s many injunctions, 
as in the famous story which is given in the Midrash on Psalms 
(7 b on i. § 15), solemnly quoted by S.B. on Acts xv. 10 (ii. p. 728). 
The joke is put in the mouth of Korah, because he, as a mocker 
and a rebel, may fitly say these things. ‘ Korah mocked and said : 
There was a poor widow in my neighbourhood who had two daughters 
and a field. When she began to plough, Moses said, You must not 
plough with an ox and an ass together. When she began to sow, 
he said, You must not sow your field with mingled seed ; when she 
began to reap, and to make stacks of corn, he said. Take not the 
gleaning, or what you forget (Deut. xxiv. 19), or the corners (Lev. 
xix. 9) ; she began to thresh and he said. Give me the heave offering, 
the first tithe and the second tithe. She accepted the ordinance 
and gave them all to him. What did the poor woman then do ? She 
sold her field, and bought two sheep, to clothe herself from their 
fleece and to have profit from their young. When they bore their 
young, Aaron came and said. Give me the first bom. So she 
accepted the decision and gave them to him. When the shearing 
time came, and she sheared them, Aaron came and said. Give me 
the first fruit of the fleece (Deut. xviii. 4). Then she thought, I 
cannot stand up against this man. I will slaughter the sheep and 
eat them. Then Aaron came again and said. Give me the shoulder 
and the two cheeks and the maw (Deut. xviii. 3). Then she said. 
Even when I have killed them, I am not safe from you. Behold, 
they shall be “devoted.” Then Aaron said. In that case they 
belong to me entirely (Numb, xviii. 14). He took them, and went 
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away and left her weeping with her two daughters.’ But the real 
Rabbinic feeling is that the Law is a delight. The more laws, the 
more honour to Israel : the more laws, the more grace of God. 
So on Psalm cxix (41), verse 97, 249 b, David’s love, and the 
Israelites’ love, of the Law are tenderly dwelt on. ‘ I have not 
neglected thy Law, and because I have not neglected it, it has been 
to me, not a burden but a song.’ (As it says ‘ Thy statutes have 
been my songs.’) That the ‘ yoke ’ of the Law drove away other 
‘cares ’ is stated in one of the ‘Sayings of the Fathers.’ ‘ Whoso 
receives upon himself the yoke of the Law, from him the yoke of 
the earthly kingdom and the yoke of wordly care will be removed ’ 
(Aboth hi. 6). ‘ R. Chananya said. He who puts the words of the 

Law in his heart, from him they remove (t.e. God removes) many 
(evil) thoughts, [the Law drives away all desire to sin], for it says, 
the Law of the Lord is perfect, rejoicing the heart ; the command- 
ment of the Lord is pure, enlightening the eyes ’ (Aboth R. Nathan 
XX. p. 35 b). As to ‘ rest ’ and peace, the Law was always supposed 
to lead to, and was identified with, peace. ‘ Great peace have they 
who love Thy Law ’ is a favourite Biblical quotation. (Psalm cxix. 
165.) From another point of view R. Chiya said, ‘ The wise have 
rest neither in this world nor in the world to come, as it says. They 
go from strength to strength ’ (Ps. Ixxxiv. 8). In truth the same 
satisfactions, the same joys, can be won by the disciples of Jesus 
and by the disciples of the Law. The yoke of both is, in one sense, 
hard, and may even require martyrdom : in another sense, it is 
beautiful and easy, yielding peace and contentment and joy. 

xii. 7. In spite of the fact that the Rabbis were more tied than 
Jesus to the letter of the Law, and more rigidly bound to recognize 
the obligation of fulfilling all its injunctions without cavil or hesita- 
tion, they nevertheless appreciated the distinction between ‘ moral * 
and ‘ ceremonial.’ From one point of view, all the laws were the 
gift, as well as the command, of God, and if the ceremonial laws 
were binding only on Israel, that made them the more precious : 
they were a special gift, a special sign of grace. Nevertheless, the 
Rabbis had also (they were a funny mixture) a good deal of common 
sense ; moreover, the teaching of the Prophets was by no means 
lost upon them. They too used the quotation from Hosea which 
Jesus uses here and in ix. 13. Yet I do not suppose they would have 
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used it in relation to any loosening of the very minute and elaborate 
laws about the observance of the Sabbath. For the minute ob- 
servance of the Sabbath was regarded as of enormous importance. 
And, for the ordinary Jew of the Rabbinic period, I am inclined to 
think that these Sabbath laws were the only laws which caused any 
real trouble. The food laws, once known and provided for, gave 
little bother. They mainly concerned the women folk, and for the 
vast majority of Jews, who lived among themselves and within their 
own community, these food laws must have been matters of course, 
just as it is no difficulty to us not to eat horse, or as we should not 
think of having a mutton chop at our five o’clock tea. The one 
section of the ceremonial Law which caused some trouble was the 
observance of the Sabbath. And yet — note the customary paradox 
— the Sabbath was pre-eminently the day of delight and feasting, 
the day of joy and peace and sunshine, for all the harassed com- 
munities of Israel ! ^ Come, 0 bride, come, 0 bride ’ ; how popular 

the song became in every household ! ‘ Und der Hund wird aufs 

neu ein menschlich Wesen.’ Heine’s words are strictly true. How 
entirely is the Sabbath of the Rabbis and of all orthodox Jews 
misunderstood and caricatured by all those who look only at the 
legal minutiae of the Mishnah and the Talmud. So difficult is it 
for the members of one religion to understand the joys, the inti- 
macies, the paradoxes and the realities, of another. But Jews 
should be warned by this truth as well as Christians. Their blunders 
in judgment are sometimes equally grotesque. 

Meanwhile, as I have said, the Rabbis as well as Jesus could use 
Hosea to good purpose. And S.B. are quite fair in their quotations, 
which could easily be multiplied. ‘ R. Elazar said, Almsgiving is 
more important than all sacrifices, as it says. To do justice ( = alms- 
giving) is more acceptable to God than sacrifice. (Proverbs xxi. 3.) 
Nevertheless, charity (Gemiluth chesadim, the doing of loving deeds) 
is greater than almsgiving.’ And this view is quaintly elaborated. 
(Succah 49 b.) ‘ R. Simeon the Just said. The world is established 
on three things, on the Law, on the Sacrifices (the Temple Service), 
and on Charity.’ How on charity, asks the Midrash ? Because it 
says, I desire love, and not sacrifices. (Hosea vi. 6.) The world was 
created at the beginning only by love. Then follows the well- 
known story how R. Yochanan b. Zakkai and R. Joshua took a walk 
and looked at the ruins of the Temple. ‘ R. Joshua said. Woe is us. 
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for the place where the sins of Israel were atoned for is laid waste. 
R. Yochanan said, Do not grieve ; we have an atonement as power- 
ful as the altar : that is charity, the doing of loving deeds ’ (Aboth 
R. Nathan iv. ii a). In another passage it is even expressly stated 
that in Hosea it says, not that love ‘ is as good as sacrifice,’ but that 
love ‘ is better than sacrifice.’ And then follows a quaint justifica- 
tion of this assertion. (Deut. Rabba v., D''tD£1tr, on xvi. i8.) There 
are other similar passages. It seems to me, therefore, quite clear 
that Jesus in such a passage as Matt. xii. 7 is not only teaching 
sound prophetic doctrine, but also sound Rabbinic doctrine : doubt- 
less Rabbinic doctrine at its best, but Rabbinic doctrine none the 
less, and not very unusual Rabbinic doctrine either. Jews, there- 
fore, must be considered as justified when they say that in such a 
passage as this Jesus has nothing fresh or out of the way to teach 
them. They knew it already from the Prophets and from the 
Rabbis. (With Mark vii. 15 the case is very different.) On the other 
hand, one must not suppose that the Rabbis thought that the sacrifices 
had ever been really unimportant or not the express will of God. 
The letter of the Law forbade any such view. They longed and 
prayed for a time when the Temple would be re-established, and 
the sacrifices offered again. ‘ R. Isaac said. To study the laws about 
the sin-offerings (as one cannot offer sin offerings any longer) is 
as good as offering them.’ Though Raba said, ‘ He who occupies 
himself with the Law needs no offerings of any sort,’ he would not 
have meant that the sacrifices had ever been negligible. (Menachoth, 
no a.) The study of the sacrifices is equivalent to offering them. 
(Pesikta 60 b.) Yet there was no more any superstition about the 
sacrifices. ‘ Let no man say within himself, I will go and do ugly 
and improper things (□‘•'•'iKi Dnm), then I will 

bring a bullock, which has a great deal of meat, and offer it as a 
burnt offering upon the altar, and I shall obtain mercy with God ’ (Lev. 
R. ii. 12 fin, on ii. 2 ; Moore i. p. 505). Only repentance and amend- 
ment secured forgiveness ; then the sacrifice could be great or small. 
In fact, ‘ whether a man bring a large offering or a small one does 
not matter, provided only he directs his mind intently to heaven * 
(Menachoth no a). Very significant is the following : ‘ R. Simeon 
b. Azzai said, Notice that in all the ordinances in the Law about 
sacrifices, the terms God, or thy God, or Almighty or Zebaoth are 
not employed, but only the Tetragrammaton (Yahweh, the Lord), 
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SO as not to give an opening to the heretics to mock (nnnS), and 
notice that the words “ sweet savour unto the Lord ” are used in the 
case of an ox or a sheep or a bird, to show you that the big and 
the little sacrifice are equal before God, for before him is no eating 
or drinking, but he has ordained, and we must do his will.’ Then 
Psalm 1 . 12, 13 is quoted, and it is asked, ‘ Why did Grod bid us 
offer sacrifices to him ? Just to execute his will ’ (Sifre 54 a). The 
ordinances of God must be obeyed. Whatever they happen to be, 
the Israelite finds his joy in fulfilling God’s commands : why God 
ordered them is God’s affair, and not man’s. ‘ I have decreed a 
decree. It is not permitted to man to transgress it ’ (Pesikta 40 b ; 
Numbers R. xix. i). ‘ I have made a decree, and ordained a 

statute : man is not to criticize it ’ (nnn« nninS ]•’«). (Midrash 
Psalms ix. i, 40 b.) This reflection often comes in in regard to the 
strange and curious law about the Red Cow and its ashes. (Numbers 
xix. 2-19.) Even Moses asked, ‘ Is that a purification ? God replied, 
Moses, I have made a decree, no creature may transgress my decree ’ 
(’•mv:! hv (Ecclesiastes R. on viii. i.) 

12. I have indicated the general point of view in my notes. To 
save life, whether one’s own life or the life of another, the Sabbath 
may be violated. ‘ It is right to violate one Sabbath in order that 
many may be observed.’ ‘ The laws were given that men should 
live by them, not that men should die by them.’ This was the 
general and widely prevailing Rabbinic view. Moreover, as regards 
iUness, and when it might justly be said that there was danger to 
life, the Rabbis were inclined to make considerable concessions, 
though doubtless, in all such matters there was opportunity for 
much legal and dialectical casuistry, so delightful and interesting 
to them, so dull and trifling to us. It is very doubtful to me whether, 
in practical life, they or anybody else would have paid any attention 
to all this solemn casuistry or fooling. 

But the words of Jesus go further than the saving of life. Even 
in Mark we have not only the words aajaai, ^ aKOKTeivai, 

but also ayaOov TToirjaai t] KaKOTToirjaai (to do good or to do evil), 
and in Matthew we find nothing but koXws ttocciv, to do good. 
That would have been much too wide an extension or application 
of the Rabbinic principle for the Rabbis to have accepted. If a 
person had ‘ a withered hand,’ there was no danger to life. He 
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could quite well wait till the Sabbath was over. It is true that 
certain minor infringements of the Sabbath might be permitted 
in sickness. Thus one might put out a light on the Sabbath to help 
a sick man to go to sleep. But unrestricted permission to ‘ heal ’ 
on Sabbath would not have been permitted : even miraculous 
healings on the Sabbath would not, I think, have been looked upon 
with favour. As to the care of the animals mentioned in verse ii, 
the Eabbis appear to have permitted that they should be extracted 
from a ditch or cistern on the Sabbath, though the passages given 
in S.B. show that if the animal could be made comfortable and given 
food, it might, in certain circumstances, have been considered more 
proper for it to remain where it was till the Sunday. But, probably, 
practical life solved such matters without casuistical distinctions. 
In any case, the Rabbis would have held that if the animal was in 
actual pain, the Sabbath might be violated, for cruelty to animals 
(D'»'»n "lyv) was strictly forbidden in the Pentateuch, and the 

violation of some Rabbinical application or development of the 
Sabbath Law was less grave than the violation of a Pentateuchal 
injunction (Sabbath 128 b). Jesus, one notices, gets hold at once 
of the right principle, and pays no heed to legal subtleties. Both he 
and the Rabbis use and cite the maxim, ‘ The Sabbath was made 
for you, you were not made for the Sabbath ’ (Mechilta on Exodus 
xxxi. 14, 104 a init.)y but only Jesus (Mark ii. 27) drives the maxim 
home. For the Rabbis S.B. justly say that the ‘Grundsatz hat 
nicht allgemeine Giiltigkeit, sondern besagt nur, dass der Sabbat 
lediglich zur Rettung eines Menschenlebens entweiht werden diirfe ’ ^ 
(ii. p. 5). Jesus goes at once to the root and heart of the matter. 
Moreover, to the Rabbis (this must be allowed) the Sabbath was a 
more adorable, divine thing than it was to Jesus : in spite of the 
maxim, it was more, if I may put it so, a sort of living, separate 
entity. (Cp. Abrahams, Studies i. p. 129-135, a luminous analysis 
of the whole subject.) 

32. As regards severity, Jesus and the Rabbis seem about on 
a par. On the whole, it may, I think, be said that the general view, 
which maintained itself and became codified, was that the Israelites 
who would never receive forgiveness in the next world were only 

^ ‘ The maxim has no universal validity ; it merely means that the Sabbath 
may be desecrated in order to save a human life.’ 



xn. 32 


MATTHEW 


245 


those who denied the divinity of the Law, or who denied God, or 
who deliberately abandoned Judaism. All other sins could be 
atoned for by repentance or by restitution, or by the Day of 
Atonement, or by a combination of these. Or, again, they could be 
atoned for by death ; or they would be forgiven by some temporary 
purgatorial punishment after death. It is true that it says in Aboth 
R. Nathan xxxix. init. (p. 58 b), ‘ For five classes of persons there 
is no forgiveness : he who constantly repents (and then sins again) ; 
he who sins repeatedly (or who sins much) ; he who sins in a pious 
generation ; he who sins with the intention of repenting ; he who 
profanes the name of God.’ But other utterances contradict this 
one. Thus, for instance, as regards the Profanation of the Name, 
it says in Yoma 86 a that repentance and the Day of Atonement 
and sufferings — all three — only leave the question in suspense ; 
but death atones. In the next page of Yoma (86 b) it is said by 
one Rabbi that God forgives a man who has committed a sin [the 
same sin] once, twice, thrice, but if he commits it for the fourth 
time, God does not forgive him. Nevertheless, in other places we 
hear that the gates of repentance are never closed. Who could 
possibly have been a worse sinner than Manasseh ? He was a wicked 
idolater ; he shed innocent blood ; yet, as the Rabbis observe, he 
repented and was forgiven. I verily believe that, even for the sins 
next to be mentioned, if an Israelite repented and declared his 
error, and returned to ‘ right belief,’ the Rabbis would have held 
that he would be forgiven by God. (All that I have quoted refers 
only to Israelites.) In the famous eleventh section of Mishnah San- 
hedrin it is said, ‘ The following have no share in the life to come : 
He who says that the Torah teaches no resurrection of the dead ; 
he who denies that the Torah is from God ; and “ Epicurus ” (i.e. 
probably the Atheist, the Denier of God, the Arch-Heretic). R. 
Akiba said. He also who reads the external books (probably some 
Christian gospel or heretical writings), and he who whispers over 
a wound and repeats Exodus xvi. 26 (i.e. uses magic). Abba Saul 
said. He too who says the Tetragrammaton (Yahweh) out loud.’ 
In the Gemara many rather trivial explanations of ‘ the Epicurus ’ 
are given ; thus it is suggested that ‘ the Epicurus ’ is the man who 
despises (or mocks at) the learned. Or it is he who says, ‘ What 
use are the Rabbis to us ? They learn for themselves and teach 
for themselves.’ As regards the man who says that the Law is 
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not from heaven, the sentence ‘ For he has despised the word of 
the Lord ’ (Numbers xv. 31) is quoted. Some include under it 
those who speak insultingly of (or who make false interpretations 
in) the Torah ; others those who (artificially) violate the Abrahamic 
covenant. One Rabbi, Elazar of Modin, said, ‘ He who profanes 
the holy offerings, despises the festivals, breaks the Abrahamic 
covenant, makes false interpretations of the Law, puts his fellow- 
man to shame openly — even if he is learned, or even if he does good 
works, shall have no share in the life to come ’ (Aboth iii. 15). And 
another Rabbi said, Even though he says the whole Law is from 
God with the exception of one verse which Moses wrote without 
God having told it to him, or with the exception of a variation in 
spelling, or an argument a fortiori, or of an argument by analogy, 
he too has despised the word of the Lord, and has no share in the 
life to come. Yet it may be doubted whether if such a one repented 
and retracted, he would not have been regarded by these very same 
Rabbis as forgiven by God. Incidentally, one may notice the 
extraordinary importance attached by the Rabbis to ‘ putting 
another to shame openly.’ The other excluding sins are religious, 
and deal with matters of belief and even ‘ good works ’ cannot 
counteract their deadly issues. Yet among these religious sins and 
imbeliefs one ethical offence is illogically introduced : putting a 
fellow-man to shame openly. 

Mr. Loewe sends me the following note : ‘ We always have to 
remember that the Rabbis had the difficult task of working out a 
system and administering it. They had to be practical, and it is 
easy both to call system casuistry and for system actually to 
become casuistry. Jesus, on the other hand, was not faced with 
practical responsibilities. He could speak with the freedom of a 
leader in opposition. It was easy enough for him to let off the 
adulterous wife without seeming to condone adultery. But could 
he do so if he were charged with the duty of upholding public 
morality ? So with regard to repentance. The Rabbis aimed (i) 
at keeping the door open as widely as possible ; (2) at enforcing 
respect for law and order also. The idea of an unforgivable sin 
seems abhorrent : they solved the problem by retaining the hypo- 
thetically unforgivable sin and by finding excuses or extenuating 
circumstances for the unforgiven sinner, so that in fact he was 
forgiven.’ 
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36. For this verse S.B. give the necessary parallels, c.gr. 
‘Even the words of no importance — casual utterances spoken 
by man — even his idle talk with his wife, are written upon his 
tablet, and are read out to him on his death bed ’ (Lev. Rabba, 
-11D«, xxvi. 7 on xxi. i). ‘ Keep thy tongue from idle words lest 
thy throat thirst (in Hell) \(Yoma 77 a fin, Cp, Jeremiah ii. 25). 

39. I see no adequate evidence that the Jews in the age of 
Jesus or the Rabbis suffered from Wundersitcht, an exaggerated or 
unseemly desire for miracles and signs. Nor do I see any evidence 
that Jesus was specially averse to miracles, or that he was lifted 
high above his contemporaries by his dislike of signs and miracles 
and his refusal to work them. His refusal to give a sign in this 
story (of which xvi. i is, I suppose, only a variant) is not due to his 
dislike of signs in the abstract, but to his view (whether justified or 
not) of the wickedness of his own generation. To a good generation 
a sign might be given ; to an evil generation no sign will be given. 
The various Rabbinic quotations given by S.B. do not show any 
violent passion for signs. No doubt a man who gave himself out 
as a prophet, and substantiated his claim by miracle, would, in the 
eyes of the Rabbis, have been worth more than a man who did 
not effect such a substantiation, though it is doubtful whether he 
would have been listened to, if he had attacked the Law, however 
great his miracles. Thus R. Yochanan is reported to have said, 

‘ If a prophet tells you to transgress the words of the Law, listen to 
him ; but if he tells you to commit idolatry, do not listen to him, 
even if he made the sun stand still in the sky ’ (Sanhedrin 90 a), 
and perhaps the first part of the saying is intended almost playiully 
as a foil and introduction to the second. Generally, the sayings 
about miracles show a more or less common-sense attitude from 
people who believed in their occurrence, and while not specially 
anxious to secure them, and while not unaware that they might 
be improperly used, nevertheless held that, when all is said and 
done, miracles do, prima facie, show some supernatural power on 
the part of those who perform them, and may therefore show the 
will and purpose of God. The most famous story about miracles 
is perhaps the well-known tale in Baba Mezia 59 b. On a certain 
occasion R. Eliezer {circa a.d. 90) used all possible arguments to 
substantiate his opinion, but the Rabbis did not accept it. He 
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said, ‘ If I am right, may this carob tree move a hundred yards from 
its place. It did so. . . . They said, From a tree no proof can be 
brought. Then he said. May the canal prove it. The water of 
the canal flowed backwards. They said. Water cannot prove any- 
thing. Then he said. May the walls of this house of study prove it. 
Then the walls of the house bent inwards as if they were about to 
fall. E. Joshua rebuked the walls and said to them. If the learned 
dispute about the Halachah (the rule, the Law), what has that to do 
with you ? So, to honour E. Joshua, the walls did not fall down, 
but to honour E. Eliezer they did not become straight again. 
Then E. Eliezer said. If I am right, let the heavens prove it. Then 
a heavenly voice said, What have you against E. Eliezer ? The 
Halachah is always with him (as he thinks). Then E. Joshua got 
up and said. It is not in heaven. (Deut. xxx. 12.) What did he 
mean by this ? E. Jeremiah said. The Law was given us from 
Sinai. We pay no attention to a heavenly voice. For already 
from Sinai the Law said. By a majority you are to decide. (Exodus 
xxiii. 2 .) E. Nathan met Elijah and asked him what God did in 
that hour. Elijah replied. He laughed and said. My children have 
conquered me ! ’ The story has a certain characteristically Eab- 
binic flavour and charm. It shows a remarkable religious inde- 
pendence — ^the very opposite of Wundersucht, 

Mr. Loewe sends me the following note : ‘ This point strikes 
me. If Jews of the first century were so keen on miracles, why has 
this keenness left no trace in the hturgy and been without influence 
on ritual ? What relics of Wundersucht can we find in the prayer- 
book or in ceremonial? There were certainly a few curious 
customs, Minhagim, that prevailed here and there and vanished. 
But a Minhag is not Din (law). They were mostly the outcome of 
the so-called practical Cabbala, accretions to mysticism, but they 
were neither official nor imiversal, and when they became at aU 
common, they were condemned. The Shinnui hash-Shem (change 
of name in extremis) was certainly as old as the Talmud, but it was 
sporadic and optional : it was not necessarily superstitious in origin, 
though it degenerated. A good instance of thaumaturgy is the 
skiomancy on the seventh night of Tabernacles, i.c. the forecasting, 
by means of the shadow cast by the lulab or palm branch, what 
destiny the opening year held in store. Leusden’s Phihlogus con- 
tains an interesting illustration of this practice. Similar examples 
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are the cures, etc., alleged to be wrought by the secret of the 
inefiable Name. But all these operations belong as little to Judaism 
as alchemy does to Christianity. In the whole range of the liturgy 
I can think only of two post-Biblical miracles. The former occurs 
in the well-known Ashkenazic Hanuca hymn Ma^oz Tsur (Singer, 
p. 275 , “ The legend that when the Priests re-entered the Temple 
they found only one small flask of consecrated oil, and this lasted 
for eight days until new oil could be provided for the Cande- 
labrum,” p. cciv). The latter is the inclusion of Onias the 
circle-drawer in the list of those for whom miracles had been per- 
formed, “May He who heard Onias in the circle, hear us.” This 
occurs in a hymn attributed to Hai, the last Gaon, a.d. 1017. It is 
to be found in the Sephardic liturgy for the Day of Atonement.^ 
Miracles were limited to the Bible, and these do not come into 
question here. Jesus and the Rabbis probably held similar views 
about them. But if a love for miracles had been specifically Jewish, 
where are the results ? When did the miracles cease ? We know 
well enough when they ceased in Christianity, but nothing in ex- 
tent or importance comparable to the Reformation attack on shrines 
and wonder-working relics is known in Judaism.' 

50. The story, striking as it is, has no Rabbinic ring. It would 
be impossible to imagine R. Tarphon saying it of his mother. See 
the story about him in ‘ Spirit of Judaism ' {Beginnings, Vol. i. p. 80). 
‘ One Sabbath day his mother's sandals split and broke, and as she 
could not mend them, she had to walk across the courtyard barefoot. 
So R. Tarphon kept stretching his hands under her feet, so that she 
might walk over them all the way.' (The story is most intelligently 
told in Jer. Kiddushin i. 61 b. Cp. Jer. Peah i. 15 c ; Bacher, Agada 
der Tannaiten, p. 344, n. ii.). I have said nothing about Matt. xv. 
4~6 in its place. The sayings about the honour and reverence 
which should be paid to father and mother in the Rabbinical 
literature are endless. The reference to the matter in Kittel (p. 
106) is not very generous and not very fair. It is true that there 
are legal discussions as to whether, if a father bids his son disobey 
a Biblical command, he should be obeyed, or if the father tells him 
to do something which involves the infraction of a command, the 
son should obey him. The terms of these discussions show clearly 
^ Gaster, Atonement volume, p. 12. 
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how painful such a possible conflict of duties was to the mind of the 
Eabbis. The passage in Kiddushin 32 a which Kittel quotes does 
not show any real lack of filial affection. ‘ R. Elazar b. Mattya 
said, If my father were to say to me, Give me some water to drink, 
and I had at that moment a command to fulfil, then I should omit 
the honour due to a father, and fulfil the command. R. Isi b. 
Judah said, If the command can be executed by others, let it 
be done by others, and let the son fulfil the honour due to a father. 
The Halachah is as R. Isi said.’ Immediately before this passage 
is one in which a son is reported as having corrected his father in an 
interpretation of a passage m the Law. ‘R. Judah said, Speak 
not thus to thy father, for it is said. If a father makes a mistake in 
the words of the Law, let not the son say. Father, you have made a 
mistake, but let him say. Father, in the Law it is written thus. But 
(it is replied) would not even such a reply pain the father ? Rather 
let the son say. In the Law we find the following verse.’ A little 
before we are told, ‘ When R. Joseph heard the footsteps of his 
mother, he said, I must stand up before the Shechinah who is com- 
ing ’ (31 b). ‘ R. Abimi was asked by his father for a tumbler of 
water. When he brought it, the father was asleep. He bent over 
him and stood there till his father woke up ’ (31 b). I may also quote 
from Moore: ‘Among aU the commandments, the “weightiest of 
the weighty ” is filial piety. In Exod. xx. 12 the father is named 
first, in Lev. xix. 3 the mother, showing that both parents are 
equally to be honoured and revered. Dear to God is the honouring 
of father and mother, for the Scripture employs the same expressions 
about honouring, revering, cursing parents, as about honouring, 
revering, or cursing Himself, thus, according to a hermeneutic rule, 
equating the things themselves. Simeon ben Yochai said. Great is 
the honouring of father and mother, for God makes more of it than 
of honouring himself.’ This is proved because it says, ‘ Honour the 
Lord with thy substance ’ {i,e, by paying tithes, giving to the poor, 
etc., etc.). Hence, if you are very poor, you have not to ‘ honour ’ 
Gk)d ; you have not the wherewithal. But when it comes to 
honouring father and mother, whether you are poor or no, you 
must honour them, even if you have to beg your living from door 
to door. ‘ When a man honours his father and mother, God says, 
I impute it to them, as if / were dweUing among them, and they 
honoured me. When a man does despite to his father and his 
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mother, God says, I have done well not to dwell among them, for 
if I dwelt among them, they would do despite to me.’ ‘ The Talmud 
has a collection of anecdotes illustrating the length — and the extrava- 
gances — to which filial piety could go. Some of them are told of 
eminent scholars, such as the story of R. Tarphon and his mother 
[quoted above] ; but the model son who best showed how far a 
man could go in honouring father and mother was Dama ben 
Netina, a heathen of high rank in Ashkelon ’ (Moore ii. pp. 131-133 ; 
Mechilta 70 a ; Jer. Peah i. i, 15 c ; Kiddushin 31 a). A pretty nuance 
is added by R. Eliezer. ‘ God knew that a human being honours 
his mother more than his father ’ (‘ honour ’ seems here to equal 
‘ love ’), ‘ because she soothes him with words ; therefore 

father is put before mother in Ex. xx. 12 ; God knew that a man 
reverences his father more than his mother, because his father 
teaches him Torah ; therefore mother is put before father in Lev. 
xix. 3 ’ (Mechilta 70 a and Kiddushin 31 a). The story of Dama b. 
Netina is as follows. One of the precious stones of the High Priest’s 
breastplate had to be replaced, and it was reported that Dama had 
a stone such as was required. Some Jews went to him, and he 
agreed to sell the stone for a hundred dinars. He went to fetch 
the stone, but his father was asleep, holding, or sitting on, the 
purse which contained the key of the box in which the stone was. 
Dama went back, and said he could not, after all, sell the stone. 
They offered him two hundred, and even up to a thousand dinars, 
but in vain. Soon after, his father woke up, Dama took the stone, 
ran after the Jews, and gave it them. When they wanted to 
give him the thousand dinars, he refused to take more than the 
hundred, for he said. Can I sell to you for money the honour which 
I owe to my father ? I will not make any profit from the honour 
which I paid to my father ’ ('»nn 3 Kl pDtD 

nh ^2 Tinx T 13 DD njn: pDnsn). (Jer. Peah i. 1,15 c; Kiddushin 

31a.) I should think that upon the whole the fifth com- 
mandment had been more persistently and beautifully obeyed 
by Jews than by any other religious community. When Jesus 
says, ‘ He who loves father or mother more than me is not 
worthy of me,’ he may be saying something that has its meaning 
and its justification. But the saying has always a painful sound 
to Jewish ears, in spite of Deut. xxxiii. 9. It is probable that the 
sajdng, in spite of the sorrow of their parents, has made many women 
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become nuns, and made many men go as missionaries to distant 
lands. That may sometimes have been right, but it is doubtful 
whether Rabbinically trained Jewish sons and daughters would have 
thought that any such pain to parents could be religiously and ethic- 
ally right. The force of the fifth commandment was so enormous. 

xiii. The Rabbis, who made such large use of parables, were 
alive to their value as a method of teaching and for the purpose of 
vivid illustration. Jesus undoubtedly used his parables to illus- 
trate and explain, not to darken or keep concealed, his meaning. 
In Hebrew Mashal means proverb as well as parable, and thus 
Solomon is regarded as the great author and originator of the 
Mashal, who by that means elucidated and made plain the words 
of the Torah. Before his time nobody properly xmderstood the 
Torah ; after him all could understand. So the Rabbis say, ‘ Let 
not the Mashal be despicable in thine eyes, for through the Mashal 
a man can understand the words of the Law * (Canticles R. i. § i, 8 
on i. i). 


12. The fundamental idea of this verse is not unfamiliar to 
the Rabbis, where it is more usually directed to the acquisition 
of knowledge. Thus Hillel said, ‘ He who does not increase his 
knowledge decreases it ’ (Aboth i. 13). More generally, we have ; 
‘ If a man hearkens to one commandment, they ( = God) cause him 
to hearken to many commandments ; if a man forgets one command- 
ment, they cause him to forget many commandments.’ ‘ If a man 
desires to hearken at once, they cause him to hearken even sub- 
sequently ; if a man forgets at once, they cause him to forget 
subsequently. [For the text and translation cp, Bacher, Agada 
der Tannaiten, Vol. i., ed. 2, p. 412, n. 4.] If a man hearkens with 
his free will, they cause him to hearken even against, i.e. without, 
his will ; if he forgets with his free will, they cause him to forget 
even against his will.’ [Initial] free-will is given [for the meaning 
cp, Bacher, ibid,]. (Mechilta 46 a, b on Exodus xv. 26.) (Cp. 
Moore i. 456.) ‘ Not as with men is the method of God. With 
men a full vessel receives no more : an empty vessel gets filled. 
With God, the full is filled : the empty is not filled. If you have 
heard, you will continue to hear; if you have not heard, you 
will not hear (subsequently). If you have heard the old, you will 
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also hear the new ; if you have turned your heart away, you will 
hear no more ’ (Berachoth 40 a). 

31. Mr. Loewe writes : ‘ Mustard, as a symbol, occurs in the Mid- 
rash, but it is used as a symbol of something small, not of something 
that grows very quickly. So, in Ber. 31 a, a microscopic drop of blood 
is said to have been no bigger than a mustard seed. In Leviticus 
Rabbah, "ilex, xxxi. § 9 on xxiv. 2, a saying of Isaac b. Zera is 
quoted in which the sinking sun is said to disappear as spot 
of blood as (small as) a mustard (seed).” Interesting is the parable 
in Canticles R. vi. § i on vi. ii (“ To the nut garden I went down ”). 
It is ascribed to R. Levi (ii., third century?). He says: “In a 
sack full of nuts you can put ever so many (sesame or poppy ?) 
seeds and ever so many mustard seeds, and the nuts will hold them. 
Thus ever so many proselytes may come unto Israel and be in- 
corporated, as it is said, ‘ Who can count the dust of Jacob ? ’ ” 
(See variants in Pesikta Rabb. 42 b : this, and other parables on 
nuts are discussed by A. Feldman, Parables and Similes of the Rabbis , 
Agricultural and Pastoral, Camb., 1924, p. 179.) On the other hand, 
nD'‘y, dough, is a metaphor of evil. So far from being used as a 
simile for the incorporation of Gentiles in a good sense, it is used, 
on the contrary, of degeneracy and the mixing of descent, e.g, 
Kiddushin, 69 b. 

‘ Great stress is laid by the Rabbis on the conception of the 
Kingdom of Heaven, but it finds expression differently. One must 
look for parallels in thought, not in form. Thus, every blessing 
must contain a definite reference to the Kingdom : the wording 
must include “ King of the universe ” (Ber. 12 a). One of the three 
main portions of the Additional Service for the New Year is called 
Malchoyoth, or “ declaration of the Kingdom,” and consists of ten 
Scriptural verses emphasizing this idea. (See Singer, pp. 247-249, 
and Abrahams’ Notes, p. cxcviii.) The “ Kingdom ” forms the 
keynote of the Kaddish {ib, 75 and Ixxxv.), t.e. “ May He establish 
his Kingdom speedily.” Finally, the recital of the first paragraph 
of the Shema was called “taking upon oneself the yoke of the 
Kingdom,” and a response “ Blessed be his glorious Kingdom, etc.” 
(ib, 40 and h.) was inserted. On this formula see V. Aptowitzer, 
pp. 93 seq,, Monatsschrift /. Gesch, u. Wissenschaft d, Jud., March- 
April 1929.’ 
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45. We may compare the story which S.B. use in relation to 
xix. 21. ‘R. Yochanan walked from Tiberias towards Sepphoris 

and leant on R. Chiya b. Abba’s arm. They passed a field. He 
said : That field belonged to me, but I sold it so as to occupy 
myself with the Law. They passed an olive garden. He said 
the same. They passed a vineyard : he said the same. Then 
R. Chiya wept and said, What have you left yourself for your 
old age ? He replied. Does what I have done seem foolish (nSpJ) 
in thine eyes ? I have sold what was created in seven days, but I 
have acquired what was given in forty days ’ (Canticles R. viii. on 
viii. 7 and many parallel passages). The Torah was to the Rabbis 
the pearl of great price. It contained, as it were, the Kingdom of 
Grod within itself. By studying and serving the Torah, by practising 
it and fulfilling its laws, the Israelite both accepted and took upon 
himself the glad yoke of the Kingdom ; he widened the range of 
the Kingdom, and in the eschatological sense he brought the advent 
of the Kingdom nearer. 

XV. II, 20. I have dealt with this passage at great length in 
my Commentary in the notes on Mark vii., and I need not repeat 
here what I have there said. There are no true parallels to quote. 
Jesus speaks here like a new Amos or Isaiah. It is one of the two 
or three most original and novel sayings in the Gospels, though 
it is only an application, we might say, of a principle laid down by 
the prophets, or it is only a principle which runs on all-fours with 
theirs. We might raise the question : how far could the Rabbis 
appreciate the prophets ? When we remember that the Law is 
posterior to the prophets (‘ coming in between ’), and when we 
remember that, to the Rabbis, the Law (and here I mean by the 
Law the Pentateuchal code or codes) was all Mosaic, homogeneous, 
perfect, authoritative and divine, the wonder is, not that the Rabbis 
appreciated the prophets so little, but that they appreciated them so 
much. Yet we have seen that they could follow Hosea when he said, 
‘ I desire love rather than sacrifices.’ But here Jesus goes further. 
The principle which he enunciates would, as applied to sacrifices, 
not merely say, ‘ Love is better than sacrifices,’ but ‘ sacrifices are 
needless.’ The Rabbis were clearly not in a position to say that. 
If the principle of xv. ii is valid, no food makes a man unclean ; 
the only uncleanness that counts, the only ‘ holiness ’ that counts, 
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are moral cleanness and moral holiness. If this be so, the Jews are 
not made more holy by observing any food laws, and they would 
not be made less holy by disregarding them. But the Pentateuchal 
law says precisely the reverse. In the heat of conflict, and in the 
ardour of his ethical enthusiasm, Jesus probably did not realize 
the implications, the Trdgweite, of his own saying ; but the Rabbis 
never lost the sharpness of their wits, or the coolness of their heads. 
They could see whither the principle led, and they could not do 
other than reject a principle which had such revolutionary and 
heretical implications. 

27. The parallel given in S.B. as regards the dog has more 
than a verbal interest. It shows the weakness and narrowness of 
the Rabbinic position ; it also shows its beauty. ‘ Rabbi opened 
his granary (or storehouse) in a year of famine. He said, Let those 
who know Scripture, Mishnah, Talmud, Halachah or Haggadah 
enter. But let not the Amme ha-Aretz enter. Then R. Jonathan 
pressed forward and entered and said, Rabbi, feed me. Have 
you read the Scripture, said Rabbi. No. Have you read the 
Mishnah ? No. Then how can I feed you ? Feed me like a 
dog or a raven (i.e. from the bits which fall to the ground). 
Then he fed him. But when he went out. Rabbi was grieved and 
said. Woe is me that I have given my bread to an Am ha-Aretz. 
Then his son said to him, Perhaps it was R. Jonathan who never 
is willing to get any profit (or enjoyment) from the honour of the 
Law. They investigated, and found that it was so. Then Rabbi 
said, Let all enter. Rabbi acted according to his view that no 
punishment (from God) comes upon the world except on account 
of the Amme ha-Aretz ' (Baba Batra 8 a). 

XVI. 18. The passage quoted in Moore i. p. 538, about Abraham 
is interesting. ‘ As a king who dug in several places for a founda- 
tion (DV^Dn) for his palace. But he came upon morasses and bogs 
(D'D Dyn). At last he struck rock («“)t3£), and he said. Here 
will I build, so he laid the foimdation and built. So God, when he 
sought to create the world, examined the generations of Enosh and 
of the flood, and said. How can I create the world when these 
wicked people wiU rise up and provoke me to anger ? When he saw 
Abraham, who was to arise, he said, Now I have found a rock on 
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which to build and establish the world. Therefore he called Abraham 
a rock ’ (Isaiah li. i). (Yalkut § 766 on Numbers xxiii. 9.) ‘ For 
Abraham’s sake both this world and the world to come were created ’ 
(Tanchuma B., Chaye Sarah, vi. 60 a). 

23. There are passages in the Gospels to which, from the 
nature of the case, there can be no direct parallels, but which, never- 
theless, contain high ethical or religious teaching. This is because 
such teaching is indirect and implied. It is not direct. One can 
neither ask for parallels nor fitly seek to find contrasts. 

26. The passages given m S.B. pp. 749, 750 are not parallels 
in any reasonable sense, though many of them are very interesting 
in themselves, and show some fine perceptions. In particular, they 
show, as S.B. say, the Eabbinic appreciation of the immense value 
of every human soul (der unefndliche Wert eines Menschenld>ens). 
The idea at the bottom of 26 — ^that no amount of money or earthly 
prosperity is worth while if purchased at the risk of losing the 
immortal beatitudes of the world to come — would be entirely in 
accordance with the views of the Rabbis, just as for them the 
knowledge of the Law outweighed every other human good. It 
may, perhaps, though not strictly ‘ in order,’ because not constitut- 
ing a parallel, be desirable to quote the remarkable and very famous 
and familiar section of the Mishnah Sanhedrin iv. 5. ‘ One man 
only was created at the beginning to teach you that he who destroys 
one soul is regarded as if he had destroyed the whole world, and he 
who preserves one soul (life) is regarded as if he had preserved the 
whole world.’ Then follow other reasons. Finally, it is added, 

‘ Therefore every individual must say. For my sake was the whole 
world created.’ There is a parallel passage in Aboth R. Nathan 
xxxi. 46 a, which ends with the words, ‘ Hence thou canst learn 
that one man weighs as much (is as important) as the whole creation.’ 

The Rabbis were also able to perceive that a man must not 
claim material benefit from his devotion to the Law or from his 
righteousness. ‘ R. Levi said. From all which men do in Mitzvot 
and Maasim Tobim (commandments and good works) it is enough 
(it is adequate reward) that Grod lets the sun shine ’ (Ecclesiastes 
i. 5. The saying of R. Levi is in connection with Ecclesiastes i. 3). 

‘ The Rabbis say, It is enough that God will renew their face like 
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the ball of the sun ’ (Judges v. 31). ‘ E. Yudan said, Under the 
sun man may get no reward (profit), but he will above the sun.’ 
This pregnant saying of R. Yudan as well as the saying of the 
Rabbis must refer to the beatitudes of the world to come. (Leviticus 
Rabba, xxviii. i ad init, on xxiii. 10.) The usual view of 

the Rabbis would be that fidelity to, and study of, the Law ought 
to, and will, in normal circumstances, bring prosperity on earth as 
well as beatitude in ‘ heaven.’ 

xviii. I. It would seem that the question as to precedence and 
ranks in the world to come or in heaven was occasionally debated 
among the Rabbis. Thus, in Pesikta Kahana 180 a (Wuensche, 
p. 263), one Rabbi gives the precedence to those who were pre- 
eminent in Torah and in good works, another to the teachers 
of Mishnah and Torah who teach children truthfully. These shall 
sit at God’s right hand. In Midrash Psalms mention is made 
of the seven classes of the just who shall ‘receive the face of 
the Shechinah.’ Of these seven, the highest is the class of the 
upright, for it says, ‘ The upright shall see his face ’ (Mid. Psalms 
xi. (6) on verse 7, 51 a ; cp, Pesachim 50 a). Elsewhere it is said that 
though there are degrees (m^j^D) among the righteous in the world 
to come, there is among them no jealousy. For as with the stars, 
the light of one star is not Hke the light of another, and yet there is 
among them no hatred, jealousy, or strife, so is it with the righteous. 
Among them, too, there will be no hatred, jealousy, or strife (nnnn). 
(Sifre 83 a.) It is argued that the completely righteous have a 
place above the penitent and also, contrariwise, that the penitent 
stand above the completely righteous. (Berachoth 34 b.) The 
martjrrs of Lydda had nothing before them in their division of 
heaven. (Ecclesiastes R. on ix. 10, DDV'riDD p«.) In 

another Midrash it is said that, ‘ The division of the righteous will 
be next to the angels of the service ’ (Deut. R. i. on i. i jin,), 

3, 4. An infant is stated by the Rabbis to be without sin ; but 
I do not find any parallel given, nor have I noticed any, for the 
child as the symbol of humility and ATisjmecMos^ieit, On the 
other hand, so far as humility is concerned, the Rabbinic teaching 
is the same as that of Jesus. This has already been observed in the 
notes on Matthew v. 3, 19. ‘ He who makes himself small in this 

s 
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world for the sake of the Torah will be great in the world to come ; 
he who makes himself a slave in this world for the sake of the 
Torah shall be free in the world to come ’ (Baba Mezia 85 b). 
This is the regular line. Pride, conceit, worldly ambition, etc., are 
inconsistent with study and learning ; they are also inconsistent 
with righteousness and the knowledge and the ‘ presence ’ of God. 
The Rabbis, as we have seen, manage mostly to combine personal 
humility with pride of their class, or rather with pride of learning. 
At all events, if we cannot see into their long-dead hearts, we may, 
at least, say that they combined the utmost appreciation of humility, 
the utmost denunciation of conceit, with a perfectly unabashed and 
avowed pride in learning, with' high praise of knowledge, and a 
sincere depreciation of ignorance. 

5. Cp. X. 40. The child is here supposed to be ‘symbolical of 
lowly, humble and insignificant believers or would-be believers ’ (My 
Commentary, n. p. 247). Service rendered to the most insignificant 
of God’s human creatures is direct service rendered to God. Cp. 
XXV. 40. It may, I think, be justly said that this emphasis upon the 
service of the insignificant and the small as equivalent to the 
service of God, and as specially beloved in his sight, is more charac- 
teristic of Jesus than of the Rabbis. Nevertheless, none more than 
they pressed the duty of lovingkindness to the poor and the needy. 
To them the true imitation of God is imitating him in his goodness 
and mercy. ‘ As God is called compassionate and gracious, so be 
thou compassionate and gracious, and give freely unto all. As God 
is called righteous and loving, so be thou righteous and loving’ 
(Sifre 85 a). The difference between Rabbis and Gospel is rather 
one of language than of substance. At the same time, we have to 
admit that the finest benevolence to the Rabbis was help rendered 
to needy scholars ; and here the learned are, as it were, pleading 
for their own class. 

As regards children in the literal sense, cp. Megillah 13 a, ‘As 
for him who brings up an orphan boy and girl in his house the 
Scripture reckons it to him as if he had begotten them.’ To the 
quotation on verse 4 may be added the quaint remarks about 
Joktan. (Genesis x. 25.) Why was he called Joktan ? ‘ Because 
he made himself and his affairs small. And for that merit he was 
the ancestor of (mnsti^D HDt) thirteen families. If 
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a small man who makes his affairs small has this reward, how 
much more shall a great man have who makes his affairs small ! ’ 
(Genesis R., Noah, xxxvii. ad Jin, on x. 26). 

6. The hyperbole of this verse is quite in accordance with 
Rabbinic phraseology. Thus R. Simeon ben Yochai said, ‘ It were 
better for a man that he threw himself into a fiery furnace than that 
he should openly put his neighbour to shame ’ (Kethuboth 67 b). 

7. The idea of, and the term, stumbling-blocks are also known 
to the Rabbis. The Rabbinic word for the term is n^pn. R. 
Nechunyah b. ha-Kanah, when he entered the house of study, used 
to pray that no stumbling-block should happen to anyone through 
him (i.e. that he should give no false decision or pronouncement). 
(Berachoth Mishnah iv. 2 and 28 b.) ‘ Why should the Law order 
that the animal with which a man has sinned (Lev. xx. 15, 16) 
should be killed ? WTiat sin has the animal committed ? It is 
killed because it was a stumbling-block (occasion for sin). ‘ If of 
trees used for idolatry the Law says, ‘‘ bum them,’’ because they 
caused men to sin, how much more worthy is he of death who has 
caused another to stray from the ways of life to the ways of death ’ 
(Sanhedrin 55 a). Generally, the Rabbis’ view was that he who 
causes others to sin is worse than he who sins himself. Jeroboam 
was the arch-sinner because he sinned himself, and caused others — 
all Israel — to sin. 

12. S.B. give no close parallel for the ninety-nine and the one. 
The parallel in the story they quote from Gen. R., Ixxxvi. 6 

on xxxix. 2 is only verbal. It would have been better, I think, to 
quote the pretty story about Moses from Exodus R. ii., kiki, on iii. i. 

‘ While Moses was feeding the sheep of his father-in-law in the 
wilderness, a young kid ran away : Moses followed it until it reached 
a ravine, where it found a well to drink from. W^en Moses got up 
to it, he said, I did not know that you ran away because you were 
thirsty. Now you must be weary. He took the kid on his shoulders 
and carried it back. Then God said, Because you have shown 
pity in leading back one of a flock belonging to a man, you shall 
lead mt/ flock, Israel.’ S.B. do, however, refer to this story on 
XXV. 21. 
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13. As regards the general doctrine of repentance in Rabbinical 
literature I have written at length in the J. Q, E. (1904, Vol. xvi. 
pp. 209-257). The Rabbinic teaching about repentance is perhaps 
the brightest jewel in the Rabbinic crown, and all that I have said 
on the subject in my Commentary (e.ff. ii. p. 249) seems to me fully 
justified. Nothing that Jesus says about it beats, or goes beyond, 
what the Rabbis say about it. In fact, the Rabbinic teachings 
about repentance are far more fully worked out (though doubtless 
with a certain amount of ‘ legal ’ admixture and casuistry) than the 
teachings of Jesus on the same subject. And the legal admixture 
and casuistry partly raise problems of ethical delicacy and difficulty 
which it is proper and reasonable to discuss, partly are of a playful 
character, and partly seek to bring needful theories in regard to the 
Day of Atonement into harmony with the deeper prophetic doctrine. 
I say ‘ needful ’ theories, because we have to remember that every 
word of the Pentateuch is for the Rabbis perfect and divine, so that 
the declaration in Leviticus xvi. 30 must be no less true and no less 
divine than (e,ff.) Psalm li. 17. Even with the legal admixture 
and casuistry of which I have spoken, the Rabbinic doctrine about 
repentance is sound and lofty, pure and wholesome. But the 
passages concerning it are so numerous and so important that it is 
hardly possible to give a selection which would adequately represent 
the whole. I have therefore reprinted the larger part of my article 
on Repentance in the J. Q, R, as an appendix. Cp. also S.B. i. 785 ; 
162-172 ; II. 210-212. 

As regards the particular point suggested by Matt, xviii. 12, 
the sayings quoted by S.B. from Berachoth 34 b (in Vol. i. 785, 
37 b should be 34 b) and Sanhedrin 99 a offer a parallel which is 
very fairly complete. One Rabbi declares {cp, on xviii. i) that where 
the repentant stand the righteous (who have not sinned) do not 
stand ; another Rabbi declares that the ‘ completely righteous ’ 
occupy a still higher place. Each disputant justifies his view by 
a fanciful interpretation of Isaiah Ivii. 19. But really one extra 
saying as to the superior position of the repentant does not add 
much to that general laudation of repentance, to that most delicate 
appreciation of the repentant, and to that most tender regard for 
their feelings, which are characteristic of Rabbinic teaching. There 
was nothing particularly ‘ daring ’ about Matt, xviii. 13. No Rabbi 
would have been astonished by it. It was quite on Rabbinic lines, 
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and in accordance with Rabbinic teaching. Doubtless, some other 
Rabbi could and would have playfully retorted by a text which 
would prove the opposite, but that would not have meant that 
he, too, did not appreciate God’s love for, and delight in, the repent- 
ant sinner. It is not to the point for S.B. to say in their solemn 
manner (seeking to cheapen, and chip off, the value of the saying) : 
‘ The opinion of R. Abbahu (that the repentant occupy a higher 
place [in heaven] than the righteous who have not sinned) was 
probably never generally recognised.’ There is no proof of this one 
way or the other. It was a paradox, just as the saying of Jesus is 
a paradox ; both mean the same thing, and have the same object : 
to accentuate the sovereign beauty and efficacy of repentance, and 
God’s love for, and delight in, the repentant sinner. And this was 
quite as much Rabbinic doctrine as it was the doctrine of Jesus. 

14. In this verse J esus is referring not to children, but to ‘ humble 
believers,’ the ‘ little ones ’ of the community, but not the ‘ little 
ones ’ in age. (Whether such a reference proves that the verse is 
later than Jesus does not here concern us.) The quotations in 
S.B. do not therefore appear to apply. 

It would be very difficult to answer the question : which teaches, 
on the whole, a more forgiving conception of God — the Jesus of 
the S3moptic Gospels or the Rabbis. We have a number of 
exquisite and tender sayings such as Matt, xviii. 14, but these 
are counterbalanced by Matt. xxv. 41-46 and similar passages, 
where ‘ aeonian ’ and painful hell is declared to be the lot of the 
wicked. We have also such a hard and gloomy utterance as that 
in Matt. vii. 13, 14, which seems to teach that those who perish 
shall be far more numerous than those who shall be saved. We 
have a cruel denunciation and threat, such as Matt. xi. 20-24. 
But it has also to be recognized that the main strain of Synoptic 
teaching is (a) sound as regards the purely ethical tests for salvation 
or destruction, as the case may be ; (6) of a less nationalist tendency 
than that of the Rabbis ; (c) less burdened by verses in the O.T. 
of a low ethical quality; and (d) more definitely solicitous (as 
here) for the ‘ little ones,’ or the ‘ simple.’ The new particularism 
of creed has hardly begun to rear its ugly head in the Synoptic 
Gospels. The Rabbis were more " nationalist ’ than Jesus : their 
hostility to the idolater and the alien (who for them mean so largely 
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and often the oppressors and the ^ Bomans ’) was more intense and 
more constant. As regards sinners in Israel, so long as these were 
not anti-Rabbinic ‘ enemies,’ the Rabbis were, I should think, no 
less eager for their repentance than Jesus, though they did not, 
like him, seek them out and try actively to convert them to righteous- 
\ness. The O.T. burden was, however, very grave for them. It 
reinforced the hatreds and animosities of the natural man. Jesus did 
not, I should imagine, know the O.T. in the same wonderful way 
that they did. Nor did he regard it in the same way. He had 
present in his consciousness and memory only those verses which 
had specially struck him, or which chimed in with his own teaching. 
He was more independent and inspired. The Rabbis knew the 
whole O.T. too painfully well, and to them, unfortunately, all 
statements about God in the O.T. were almost equally true. Thus, 
if God is said to ‘ hate ’ Edom, if he is said to ‘ laugh at ’ the wicked, 
all of whom he will at the last ‘ destroy ’ (and we know that there 
are many similar passages), all these sayings must somehow be 
true — ^just as true as the loving and beautiful and tender sayings, 
and they all came in most conveniently, and were all most ‘ handy,’ 
when nationalist and particularist animosities craved Biblical sanc- 
tion. On the whole, the Rabbis come out of this great diflSculty 
fairly well ; but if both Jesus and they equally believe in hell and 
its eternity (and I see no difference here), there is, sometimes, 
in the Rabbinic conception, more zest attributed to God in the 
destruction of enemies who are both his enemies and Israel’s. The 
question is often asked. Does God rejoice at the destruction or dis- 
comfiture of the wicked ? The more usual answer is that he does 
not. Thus Mechilta 34 b on Exodus xv. i, with quaint proofs from 
2 Ch. XX. 21, 22 : ‘ God does not rejoice over the destruction of the 
wicked.’ In Deut. xxviii. 63 God is said to rejoice at the destruc- 
tion even of the wicked in Israel. This is, however, doubted, and 
in Megillah 10 b we have the famous saying how God rebuked the 
angels when they began a hymn of praise at the destruction of the 
Egyptians in the Red Sea. ‘ My children are drowned in the sea, 
and ye would sing a paean of praise ? ’ It is, however, suggested 
that though he does not rejoice himself, he causes others to rejoice. 
(Sanhedrin 39 b and par.) Proverb xi. 10 is continually quoted : 

‘ When the wicked perish, there is shouting (i.e. rejoicing).’ Certain 
passages in the Song in Deuteronomy must have stimulated the 
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desire for revenge {e,g. 41, 42). Thus E. Ishmael, being asked the 
question, replied that there was rejoicing before God ( = God rejoices) 
when those who provoke him perish from the world. (Sifre, 
p. 37a.) When God judges (i.e. condemns) the nations, there is 
rejoicing before him ; when he judges Israel there is, as it were, 
repentance (i.e. God grieves. Sifre 139 a on Deut. xxxii. 36 ). 
‘ Uberwiegend,’ say S.B., very honestly, ‘ ist jedoch in Uberein- 
stimmung mit Ezechiel xviii. 32, xxxiii. ii, ^e Meinung dahin 
gegangen, dass Gott keine Freude am Untergang der Gottlosen 
habe ’ (iii. p. 497).^ I am not sure, however, whether that would 
be equally true when the fate of the nations is concerned. The 
odd see-saw in the mind of the Rabbis might be illustrated by a 
citation from the last paragraph of the Midrash on Psalm civ. 
‘ R. Judah said (on verse 35, ‘‘ Let the sinners be consumed out 
of the earth and may the wicked be no more ”), Let the sinners 
become perfect (i.e. sinless), a play upon the Hebrew words for 
“consumed ” and “perfect,’’ and the wicked will be no more ; ».c. 
in that hour they will no longer be wicked. R. Nehemiah said. 
May wickednesses cease, and the wicked be no more ; i.e, in that 
hour they will no longer be wicked.’ R. Meir had a heretic in his 
neighbourhood who annoyed him as regards the Scripture. He 
prayed that he might die. His wife Beruria said to him, ‘ Are you 
thinking of the verse. Let the wicked be no more ? We should 
read : Sins, not sinners. [A small difference in punctuation.] 
Let the sins cease, and the wicked will be no more. He prayed 
for him (the heretic) that he should turn and repent. R. Samuel 
b. Isaac said. In this world every wicked man is judged by himself 
(separately), but in the world to come all the sinners will be judged 
and annihilated at once and together, as it is said, The sinners will 
be consumed out of the earth and the wicked will be no more. E. 
Simeon bar Abba said : From the beginning of the Book tiQ this 
Psalm inclusive there are 104 psalms, and in none of them occurs 
the word Hallelujah. But when the sinners are destroyed from the 
earth, and the wicked are no more, then we find, Bless the Lord, 
0 my soul. Hallelujah. And what is the reason ? When the 
wicked perish, there is rejoicing ’ (Prov. xi. 10). 

So, too, we read, among a number of apparently contradictory 

^ * In accordance with Ezekiel xviii. 32, xxxiii. 11, the predominant opinion 
came to be that God has no pleasure in the destruction of the wicked.’ 
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sentences in Scripture wliich it is sought to reconcile, ‘ Ez. xviii. 
32, God has no pleasure in the death of him that dies (i.e. the sinner): 
but I Sam. ii. 25 states, “ God had pleasure in killing them ” (Mid- 
rashic rendering). The one passage refers to those who repent; 
the other to those who do not repent ’ (Niddah 70 b. Cp. Sifre 12 b). 
Then there is the famous passage in the Mishnah of Sanhedrin. 
When a criminal is going to his execution, the Shechinah says, ‘ How 
heavy is my head, how heavy is my arm. If God suffers so much 
for the blood of the wicked, how much more for the blood of 
the righteous ’ (vi. 5). God first told Balaam not to go with the 
messengers ; but as he wanted to go with them, he let him go, and 
said, ‘ You wicked one, I have no pleasure in the destruction of the 
wicked, but since you wish to go with the men in order to perish 
from the world, go! ’ (Numbers Rabba, xx. 12 on xxii. 20-22). A 
pleasant passage — and by no means uncharacteristic — ^is the follow- 
ing from Tanchuma, Vayera, 24 a, foot (S.B. in. p. 775) ; R. Pinchas 
b. Chama (circa 360) said, ‘ God has no pleasure in condenming 
any man ’ (beriyyah, creature, quite a general word, which includes 
both Jews and Gentiles). Then Ez. xviii. 32, Psalm v. 5, and 
Ez. xxxiii. II are quoted. In what has he pleasure ? In declaring 
his ‘ creatures ’ righteous. (Isaiah xlii. 21.) ‘When his creatures sin 
and provoke him, and he is angry, what does he do ? He seeks for 
them an advocate, who may find for them a merit, and he makes a 
a way for the advocate, as Abraham made intercession for the 
Sodomites.’ 

The conclusion of the matter would seem to be that Matt, xviii. 
14 is not off the Rabbinic line. It is in accordance with Rabbinic 
teaching at its best, and can hardly be said to go beyond it. 

15. There are many Rabbinic parallels about Reproof (Zurecht- 
wdsung) which are duly given in S.B. The Rabbis set great store, 
and put much stress, on Reproof, but they also realized its diffi- 
culties. It is dealt with both ethically, and also sometimes half 
legally, half casuistically, in the Rabbinic manner, yet with no evil 
intent or harm. Sometimes, too, we find in connection with it 
some of the usual Rabbinic paradoxes and exaggerations. S.B., 
not understanding this, or taking playful exaggerations or casuistic 
enjoyments too seriously, and never quite averse to criticizing the 
Rabbis adversely, where, as they think, they honestly can, make 
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some solemn remarks on the subject which are hardly accurate. 
One must decide when the Rabbis are in deadly earnest, and when 
they are not ; when they are to be taken at the foot of the letter, 
and when they are not. To do this requires knowledge, flair, and 
complete impartiality. S.B. have the first ; they are occasionally 
wanting in the third ; and do not possess quite enough of the second. 
I quote some of their citations, ‘ If you have companions, of whom 
some reprove you and others praise, love him who reproves, hate 
him who praises, for the former brings you to the life of the world 
to come, the latter removes you from the world ’ (Aboth R. Nathan, 
xxix. 44 a). ‘ Rabbi said. Which is the right way that a man should 
choose ? Let him love reproof. So long as there is reproof in the 
world, quiet of mind comes to the world and prosperity and peace.’ 
R. Jonathan said, ‘ He who reproves his fellow for the sake of 
heaven (i.e. with pure intent) has his portion with God (HDIT 
t!^npn IpSnS), and God draws over him a thread of 
love’ (Tamid 28a). One Rabbi said, ‘Jerusalem was destroyed 
only because none reproved his fellow. R. Tarphon, who wit- 
nessed the destruction, said that there was none in his generation 
who knew how to give reproof rightly {i.e, without putting his 
fellow to shame), or how rightly to receive it. If one said to another 
Take away the splinter from your eye, he replied, Take away 
the beam from your own eye.’ (In the version of this saying by 
R. Tarphon in the Sifre 64 a it is added that R. Yochanan said, I 
call Heaven and earth to witness that R. Akiba was censured 
(npnpn:) because of me five times before R. Gamaliel in Yabneh, 
because I complained about him, and he (R. Gamaliel) censured 
him. And I know that his love for me increased, so that the word 
of Scripture in Proverbs ix. 8 was fulfilled. But a little further on, 
65 b, it is said that a man should only be reproved shortly before 
his death, and that for four reasons — so as not to have to reprove 
him again and again; so that he should not feel shame in the 
presence of the reprover, whenever he should happen to see him ; 
so that he should feel nothing in his heart against the reprover ; 
and so that the reprover should part from him in peace, for reproof 
then brings him unto peace.) ‘ The Rabbis have taught. It says 
(Lev. xix. 17) Thou shalt not hate thy brother in thine heart. You 
might think that you must only not hit or beat or curse him. 
Therefore it says “ in thine heart.” Even in your heart you must 
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harbour no hatred. How do we know that he who sees anything 
disgraceful in his neighbour must reprove him ? Because it says 
(Lev. xix. 17), Thou shalt surely reprove him.' And because of 
the verb occurring in the Hebrew idiom twice, it is inferred that if 
he does not receive the reproof, it must be repeated. ‘ One might 
think that one must continue to reprove him, even if he is ashamed 
(or put to shame), therefore it says, Thou shalt not incur sin 
because of him.’ (Putting a man to shame before others is one of 
the greatest of all sins according to the Rabbis.) The Rabbis spoke 
of a reproof which was done for God’s sake, and a reproof which 
had some lower aim or intention. ‘ R. Judah b. Simeon was asked. 
Reproof for its own sake (in purity, lishmah), and humility not 
for its own sake (which, therefore, does not reprove for fear, e.g. 
of not causing enmity or annoyance) ; which is greater ? He 
replied. You would allow that humility for its own sake is greater. 
For it has been said that humility (for its own sake) is the greatest 
of all the virtues. And humility not for its own sake is greater 
(than reproof). For Rab said. Let a man occupy himself ever with 
the Torah and the Commandments, even not for their own sake, 
because from the second (less good) motive he may come to the 
first (the pure motive, “for its own sake ”). Which is the reproof 
for its own sake and the humility not for its own sake ? It is like 
that of R. Huna and like that of R. Chiya bar Rab. They sat 
before Samuel (who died about 254), and R. Chiya said to Samuel, 
you see how R. Huna pains me. Then R. Huna determined that 
he would not pain him any more. When R. Chiya went away, 
R. Huna said to Samuel, Thus and thus had R. Chiya done before. 
Then Samuel said. Why did you not tell him of it in his presence 
(to his face) ? R. Huna replied. Far be it from me that the son of 
Rab should be put to shame through me ! ’ Thus R. Huna acted 
from a humility which was not for its own sake in not putting 
R. Chiya to shame in the presence of Samuel, and this secondary 
humiKty was, nevertheless, superior to a reproof which, though 
for its own sake, would have put R. Chiya to open shame (Arachin 
16 b). This very fairly tenable view hardly justifies the severe 
remark of S.B.: ‘Mit diesem Grundsatz konnte natiirlich die 
Unterlassung jeder Zurechtweisung gerechftertigt werden ’ (Vol. i. 
p. 790).! 

1 ‘ By this principle the omission of every reproof could obviously be justified.’ 
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20. The mystic presence of Jesus among his faithful flock is 

paralleled by the mystic presence of the Shechinah, that is, of God, 
among those who occupy themselves with the study of the Law. 
‘ If two sit together and exchange words of Torah, the divine pre- 
sence abides with them, and even when a single individual occupies 
himself with the Torah, the Shechinah rests upon him * (Aboth 
iii. 7). ‘ Why is God called Mahm (Place) ? Because in every 

place where the righteous are, God is there also ’ (Exodus xx. 24). 
(Midrash Psalms xc. (10), verse i, 196 a.) To such ideas there are 
many parallels. The profound remarks of R. Yose b. Chalafta 
and of R. Isaac are not in pomt here, but because they occur in 
the same paragraph in the Midrash, I may as well drag them in, 
even if irrelevantly. ‘ R. Isaac said, We should not know if God 
were the dwelling of the world, or if the world were the dwelliug 
of God, but Psalm xc. i shows that the world is God’s dwelling 
{i.e, God pervades, or is omnipresent in, the world, but is not co- 
extensive with, or exhausted by, it.). R. Yose said, We should not 
know if the world were an appendage to God, or God an appendage 
(nS^Sta) to the world, but Ex. xxxiii. 21 (“ There is a place by me ”) 
shows that the world is only an appendage to God. He is the place 
of his world : the world is not his place.’ 

21. As to 35 see Matt. v. 24 and vi. 14. As to 21 it may be 
argued that Jesus demands a more repeated and unlimited forgive- 
ness from man to man than do the Rabbis. R. Yose b. Chanina 
said, ‘ Let him who asks his feUow for forgiveness do so three times 
and not more.’ (There follows a fanciful Biblical proof.) A little 
farther on the next page of the Talmud (Yoma 87 a and b) we are 
told a quamt story about two Rabbis, of whom one (very unjustly, 
we should say) had been annoyed by the other. It seems that 
Rab was readmg a passage from the Bible out loud, when he was 
interrupted by the entry of Rabbi X. He began agam. Rabbi Y 
came m ; he began again ; Rabbi Z came in ; he began again. 
Then a fourth Rabbi (R. Chanina) came in, and Rab did not begin 
again. R. Chanina was annoyed. Then Rab went on thirteen 
successive evenings of the Day of Atonement to ask for forgiveness, 
but R. Chanina was not appeased. Why did Rab act thus in spite 
of what R. Yose had taught ? Well, Rab thought differently. 
Why did R. Chanina act as he did, for had not Raba taught, ‘ He 
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who does not stand upon his rights is forgiven all his sins ? ’ The^ 
follows a very absurd reason. R. Chanina had dreamt of Rab 
that he was hung on a palm tree, and as the tradition is that if you 
see in a dream that a man is hung on a palm tree, he will become 
head of a seminary, he concluded that Rab would become the head 
of the seminary of which he, R. Chanina, was head, and that he 
(R. Chanina) would die. Therefore he refused to be appeased, so 
that Rab might go away and teach the Law in Babylon and the 
dream might not be fulfilled. 

In these odd sayings and stories we hardly know what is jest 
and what is serious, what is fact and what is fiction. That a man 
must forgive his neighbour before he can expect forgiveness from 
God was fixed Rabbinic doctrine. Whether it was to be taken as 
equally rigid doctrine that a man was only to ash for forgiveness 
three times may, however, be doubted. Moreover, the case of re- 
peated offence is not discussed, so far as I see, one way or the other. 
What is discussed is repeated requests for forgiveness for the same 
offence. And we see by Rab’s action that the view of R. Chanina 
was not regarded as authoritative. (Cp. Abraham, Studies i. 
chapter xx.) I suppose R. Chanina thought that the cruelty and 
wickedness of him who had suffered the offence in not forgiving 
the offended, even when he had thrice begged him to forgive, justified 
the offender in not asking him a fourth time for forgiveness. 

23-35. The moral of the parable is thoroughly Rabbinic. There 
is nothing new about it. The mercy of God in forgiving those who 
have sinned against him is constantly insisted on. The passages 
which S.B. quote on 33 (p. 800) are very strong, but not exceptional 
or in any way off the line. ‘ There is no man,’ runs one of these 
passages, ‘ who is not God’s debtor, but God is gracious and pitiful 
and forgives previous sins. It is like a man who borrowed money 
and forgot to pay it back. After a time he came to the creditor 
and said, I know that I owe you money. The other replied : Why 
remind me of the old debt ? It has long ago vanished from my mind. 
So with God. Men sin against him ; he sees that they do not 
repent, [and that they go on sinning ; yet if at last they repent], 
he remits them their previous sins, and if they come before him in 
repentance, and mention the previous sins, he says. Remember 
not your previous sins. If a man repents, even if he has committed 



xvin. 23-35. MATTHEW 269 

many sins, they are reckoned (by God) to him as if they were 
merits.’ (Exodus R. xxxi., on xxii. 25 ad init.) 

35. The corresponding teaching from the point of view of the 
sinner is taught in the reply of R. Yose the priest to Valeria the 
proselyte, who asked for an explanation of the apparent discrepancy 
between Deut. x. 17, ‘ God regardeth not persons,’ and Numb, vi. 
26, ‘ The Lord lift up his countenance upon thee ’ — a discrepancy 
not perceivable in an English rendering. A man borrows money 
from another, and in the king’s presence swears by the life of the 
king that he will repay by a certain date. When he cannot pay, he 
asks the king’s forgiveness, who replies. The insult to me is forgiven 
you ; now go and ask your neighbour for his forgiveness. God 
forgives sins against himself ; but the injured neighbour’s forgive- 
ness must be sought as well. Cp. Matt. vi. 14. 

xix. I~I2. For divorce see Matt. v. 31. There is no parallel 
for 12. The saying is undoubtedly off the Rabbinic line, and the 
famous story of Ben Azzai, who remained unmarried because, as 
he said, he was so occupied with the Law that he had no time for 
anything else (‘ My soul clings to the Law ; let the world be 
maintained by others ’) is no good parallel. Ben Azzai’s attitude 
and remark are quite exceptional. And Ben Azzai himself taught 
(wherefore R. Elazar b. Azariah accused him of inconsistency 
between doctrine and practice) that he who does not fulfil his duty 
in marriage is regarded as if he had diminished the divine image. 
(Yebamoth 63 b.) 

It may be added that there are indications that some Rabbis 
regarded abstention from marital intercourse as an indication of 
holiness. On this point cp. Biichler’s Types, p. 50 seq. The 
Rabbis, in their queer exegesis and fancy, assumed that Noah 
and his sons, while in the ark, lived apart from their wives. 
After normal relations could be resumed, Noah maintained his 
abstention, about which a Rabbi observes, he ‘ continued in holi- 
ness ’ (ntrnpD, Gen. R., Noahy xxxv. i on ix. 8). And in a very 
odd- passage in Sabbath 87 a it is said that Moses gave up all inter- 
course with his wife. He argued thus : ‘ God bade the Israelites 
keep away from their wives before he gave the revelation on Mount 
Sinai. God spake to them for once only, for a short time and on a 
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fixed occasion ; how much more must I keep [always] away from 
my wife, to whom God speaks at any time, tod without fixing the 
occasion.’ Thus religion may, as it were, demand sexual abstinence 
on great or adequate occasions. 

13. The Babbis also speak very highly and admiringly of chil- 
dren, though, characteristically enough, they usually think of them 
as school children. One Eabbi interprets the verse, ‘ Touch not mine 
anointed and do my prophets no harm,’ by saying that the prophets 
are the students of the Law (the wise, the Talmide 
while the anointed are the school children. ‘ Rabbi said. The world 
is maintained only by the breath of the school children.’ Said 
Rabbi X to Rabbi Y, ‘ What about your breath and mine ? ’ The 
other replied, ‘ The breath of one who has sin cannot be compared 
with the breath of one who has no sin.’ Among a number of ethical 
reasons given for the destruction of Jerusalem, one is that the children 
were kept away from school. ‘ Rabbi said. The school children must 
not be kept from (or interrupted in) their work even for the building 
of the Temple. A city in which there are no school children should 
be destroyed or excommunicated’ (Sabbath 119 b). It is also said 
that the children of the poor and of the Am ha-Aretz must not be 
neglected, for from them Torah may proceed. To teach the sons 
of an Am ha-Aretz Torah is peculiarly gratifying to God, as drawing 
the precious out of the vile ! (Nedarim 81 a ; Sanhedrin 96 a ; 
Baba Mezia 85 a, in the midst of the oddest stories imaginable.) 
It is rather interesting, though not pertinent, to note that the 
Nedarim passage adds : ‘ Why do learned fathers not usually have 
learned sons ? ’ Some very curious replies are given, (i) That the 
Law may not become their inheritance {i,e. there must not be a 
learned caste). (2) That they may not exalt themselves over the 
community (or congregation). (3) Because they do exalt themselves 
over the community. (4) Because they caU people (the common 
people, the unlearned) donkeys. (5) Because they do not say the 
blessing over the Torah before they begin their study. Perhaps 
the nicest things about children are the two passages from the 
Midrash given by S.B. on p. 781 : ‘ See how dear the children are 
to God. The Sanhedrin went into exile, but the Shechinah did not go 
with them ; the priests went into exile, but the Shechinah did not 
go with them, but when the children went into exile, the Shechinah 
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went with them.’ ‘ One Eabbi said, ‘ If a child in its reading 
says Mose for Moses or Ron for Aaron, God says. Even its stam- 
mering I love. So too if a child jumps over the name of God, God 
says, Even his jumps I love. Or if he puts his thumb on the name 
of God, God says. His thumb on me I love. [I note that in these 
passages the child is spoken of as such ; not the school child.] 
(Lamentations R. on i. 6; Canticles R. ii. § 4, on ii. 4; Numbers R., 
ii. 3 on ii. 2.) 

20. S.B. bring two charges against the Rabbinic religion, or, 
as I ought more correctly to say, against the religious teachings 
and opinions of the Rabbis. On the one hand, the Rabbis have 
no Heilsgewissheit, ‘Der Mangel jeder Heilsgewissheit erscheint 
als ein hervorstechendes Merkmal der altjiidischen Religion ’ 
(in. p. 218).^ About this supposed fault I have said a few words 
elsewhere. On the other hand, they believed that a man by 
his own unaided power could perform all the commands of the 
Law from A to Z. ‘Dass der Mensch die Fahigkeit besitze, die 
Gebote Gottes restlos zu erfiillen, stand den rabbinischen Gelehrten 
so fcst, dass sie alien Ernstes von Leuten redeten, die die ganze 
Tora von A-Z gehalten hatten.’ ^ As to ‘man’s own power’ 
I have also spoken elsewhere. S.B. are hardly accurate. The 
Rabbis do not, as we have seen, neglect God’s help, or regard it 
as superfluous. Yet they do consider man’s will as free, even though 
the Yetzer ha Ra, if man once begins to yield to its solicitations, 
can make that will a slave. If man tries, God aids. Man must 
and can try. That seems to be their simple doctrine in a nutshell. 
But as to the statement that there were men who had fulfilled the 
Law from A to Z a few words may be added. S.B. quote this curious 
passage. ‘ R. Acha b. Chanina said ; God said to Gabriel (Ezekiel 
ix. 4), Go and mark a Tau (in) of ink upon the foreheads of the 
righteous so that the angel of destruction may have no power over 
them, and so too upon the foreheads of the wicked, that the angel 
may have power over them. Then the Attribute of Justice said to 
God, How do the one differ from the other ? God replied. The first 

^ * The lack of any assurance of salvation is a conspicuous feature of the old 
Jewish ( = Eabbinic) religion.’ 

‘ * That man possesses the power to fulfil all the commands of God was so 
sure and convinced a belief to the Rabbis that in all seriousness they spoke of 
people who had observed the whole Torah from A to Z.* 
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are completely righteous (oniD:! ; the others are com- 

pletely wicked. The Attribute said, The first could have rebuked 
(prevented, nno) those others : and they did not do so (in^D 
God replied, I know that they would not have accepted reproof. 
The Attribute of Justice said. Though you may know it, did they 
know it ? ’ [This last part of the quotation is omitted by S.B. It 
means that some responsibility rests upon the righteous for the 
sins of the wicked.] And it is said : ‘ The aged, the young, the virgin, 
infants and women, shall ye slay for the destroyer, but to none shall 
ye draw nigh that hath the mark upon him, and with my sanctuary 
shall ye begin ’ (Ezek. ix. 6). It continues ‘ And they began with 
the elders that were before the house (i 5 . 7).’ With regard to this 
R. Joseph taught : Read not ‘ my sanctuary ’ {mikdashi) but ‘ my 
consecrated ones ’ (mekuddashai) : these are the men who have 
fulfilled all the Torah from Alef to Tau (beginning to end). And 
it says {ib. ix. 2) : ‘ And behold, six men came from the 
way of the upper gate, which faces the north, each with 
weapon in hand. And in their midst was a man clothed in 
linen and with a scribe’s ink-horn at his loins, and they came 
and stood before the bronze altar.’ ‘The Holy One, blessed be 
he, spake to them, Begin from the place where they {sc, the 
Levites) were wont to sing songs to me. Who were these six 
men ? R. Chisda says : Wrath, anger, fury, destruction, breaking, 
and wasting. Why should a Tau have been chosen as the sign ? 
Because Tau can stand for Tihyeh (thou shalt live) and Tamuth 
(thou shalt die). Samuel said : Tau stands for Tammah (it has 
come to an end) : the merits of the patriarchs are exhausted. R. 
Yochanan said : Tau stands for Tachon (may it find compassion) : 
may the merits of the patriarchs find compassion. Resh Lakish 
said : Tau is the last letter of the seal of the Almighty, for, as R. 
Chanina has said, the seal of the Almighty is Emeth [i.e. Truth, 
spelt Alef, Mem, Tau, the first, middle, and last consonants of the 
Hebrew alphabet]. R. Samuel b. Nachmani said : these are the 
men who observed the whole Torah from Alef to Tau" [Note the 
juxtaposition of Torah, Emeth and perfection : the implication is 
that the completely righteous are those who, by keeping the Law 
most closely, approximate to the divine nature.] (Sabbath 55 a.) 
The explanation of ‘ completely righteous ’ is found elsewhere. Who 
were these people ? S.B. go on to point out that the Patriarchs, 



XIX. 20 


MATTHEW 


273 


Moses, Aaron, Samuel, Elijah, Hezekiah are sometimes spoken of as 
completely righteous and as having kept the whole Law. (Cp. p. 
166.) It was even said that four persons died only because of the 
serpent’s counsel (i.e. on account of the general doom then inflicted 
upon all mankind, not because of their own sins). These four are 
Benjamin, Jesse (David’s father), Amram (the father of Moses), Kilab 
(David’s son). (Sabbath 55 b.) But these sayings are of no dogmatic 
importance, and can be outweighed by others in which it is said 
that even Moses, Aaron, David and all the other great ones were 
not sinless. Yet the theoretical possibility of saintly people who 
have never known sin was allowed. S.B. quote the well-known 
saying, ‘ R. Simeon b. Chalafta said. All the blessings and consola- 
tions which the prophets have perceived (in their visions) are for 
the penitent, but as for him who has never tasted (d^d) sin in his 
life, Eye has not seen what is prepared for him ’ (Isaiah Ixiv. 3 ; 
Ecclesiastes R. on i. 8 fin.). With regard to actual Rabbis who 
thought themselves sinless, something has already been said. 
Stories like the following make, it must be admitted, an odd, and not 
altogether pleasant, impression. ‘ When R. Yochanan was dying, 
he requested that he should be buried neither in white clothes nor 
in black, so that if he stood (at the resurrection) among the righteous, 
he should not feel ashamed, and if among the wicked, he should not 
be put to shame. R. Joshua, on the other hand, asked to be buried 
in white clothes, seeing that he was not ashamed because of his deeds 
to come before the presence of his creator ’ (Genesis R., xcvi. 5 on xlvii. 
29). In Jer. Kilaim ix. 4 (32 b) it is R. Judah who asks for garments 
which should be neither white nor black, and when the bystanders, in 
astonishment at R. Joshua’s request, say, ‘ Are you better than your 
master ? he replies, Need I be ashamed of my deeds ? ’ Nevertheless, 
the many stories about the Rabbis are rather indicative of a certain 
naive simplicity than of serious conceit or of dogmatic conviction 
that many people were sinless. One is indeed often amazed at the 
loose way in which the Rabbis use language. There was a quaint 
idea among them that at the New Year God held a sort of divine 
assize, and made judgment decrees over individuals and nations 
lasting for a year. It is said, ‘ If, at the beginning of the year, the 
Israelites are wicked, and little rain is decreed for them, and if they 
then become good ('nTn’*i), it is not possible to add (to the rain), 
because the decree has been decreed, but God sends the rain upon 

T 
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the land at seasons when the land needs it most. Conversely, if 
the Israelites, at the beginning of the year, are perfectly righteous 
(oniDJ D''pny), and ample rain is decreed for them, and they 
become wicked ('ntn) towards the end of the year, it is not possible 
to diminish the rain, because the decree has been decreed, but 
God sends the rain at seasons when it is not needed (and sends 
it) upon deserts and seas’ (Sifre 78b). How intensely hard it 
is to enter fully into the minds and feelings of men whose con- 
ceptions of the divine rule and of much else were so different from 
our own ! Nevertheless, the usual idea was that no man is 
free of sin, that all men require constant watchfulness and self- 
control, and the grace and forgiveness of God. There were very 
few men, I should say, who, in the opinion of the Rabbis, did not 
need the Day of Atonement with its call to repentance, and this 
need would apply to themselves as well as to others. 

21-23. S.B. collect at this place a very large number of passages 
dealing with the Rabbinic estimate of poverty and riches. The 
Rabbis looked at wealth and poverty from a more realistic and 
common-sense point of view than Jesus. In this matter they were 
less paradoxical, or, if you will, less idealistic, than he. In their 
own environment, and in the Jewish society of their times, they 
saw that there were good rich men and bad rich men, good poor 
men and bad poor men. Among themselves and in their own body, 
there were learned Rabbis who were rich, and learned Rabbis who 
were poor. The Law and its study could go, and did go, with both. 
Whereas the Psalmists appear to have had a bias against the rich 
(and in this point Jesus appears to follow them) — as if the pious were 
almost all poor, and as if the rich were almost all oppressors and 
wicked — ^the Rabbis take a different, and, I should imagine, a more 
accurate line. Riches have their temptations. They involve many 
moral dangers, and a modest competency is more likely to secure 
a decent, honest, good and God-fearing life than great wealth, yet 
riches can be well and nobly used. They are an opportunity, and 
a man can rise above their temptations : a rich man can be humble 
and learned, as well as charitable and generous. The thing can 
be done, though it may not be easy. Such seems to be the Rabbinic 
line. Moreover, besides this common-sense estimate of riches, the 
Rabbis, it must be admitted, shared with their fellows a very 
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considerable dislike of poverty. In spite of the fact that one could 
be poor and yet learned (and that many Rabbis had actually shown 
that one could attain to great learning from the midst of great 
poverty), yet poverty was a hard discipline, and, to speak frankly, 
a burden and an evil. It is true that ignorance was a greater evil 
than poverty, and knowledge a greater good than riches — and in this 
estimate the Rabbis were absolutely sincere — ^but yet poverty wds^ 
in spite of its moral dangers, an evil and not a good, and an adequate 
competence was a good and not an evil. For one thing, the Rabbis, 
with all their exaltation of almsgiving and charity, had yet a horror 
of losing their financial independence. This horror is reflected in 
the well-known words of the ‘ grace after meals ’ in The Authorized 
Daily Prayer Booh, where it says, ‘ We beseech thee, 0 Lord our 
God, let us not be in need of the gifts of men or of their loans, but, 
only of thy helping hand,’ etc. (Singer’s Prayer Book, p. 281). (The 
Sephardic Prayer Booh has this extra invocation : ‘ May the All- 
merciful grant us sustenance with honour, and not with contempt ; 
lawfully, and not by forbidden means ; in ease, and not with trouble ’ 
(Ed. Gaster, 1901, Vol. i. p. 61).) In one of the prayers of the High 
Priest upon the Day of Atonement he was wont to say, ‘ May thy 
people Israel never be in need of supporting one another or of 
assistance from another people ’ (Taanit 24 b). And there were 
other degradations, often connected with poverty, of which the 
Rabbis were acutely conscious. But, in spite of these feelings, the 
Rabbis possessed a middle point of view. There was no vulgarity 
about them. A more learned man who was poor was always held 
by them in higher honour than a less learned man who was rich. 
Again, in relation to the advice for perfection given to the rich 
young man, it may, I think, be said that the Rabbis, while appreciat- 
ing, and sometimes practising, an idealism of the kind recommended, 
yet, on the whole, preferred a more sober sort of charity. Riches 
were to be used year by year m almsgiving, but not to be given 
away all at once. They constituted a prolonged responsibility. 
Moreover, while almsgiving is greatly praised, the Rabbis showed 
a good deal of a wise C.O.S. spirit. They knew something of the 
evils of indiscriminate almsgiving, and they objected to the pro- 
fessional beggar. Care and thought and time must be associated 
with ‘ giving.’ Here, as m several other instances, if it is difficult 
to combine common sense with high idealism, it does not follow 
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that we do not need both. There is a place for the teaching of Jesus, 
and there is a place for the teaching of the Rabbis, in this matter 
of riches and almsgiving. There is some truth in both, even though 
the harmony between them may be hard to find. 

The thirty-first section of Exodus R. (xxxi. Mishpatim on e)DD OK 
xxii. 25), parts of which are quoted in S.B., is worth reading as a 
whole. It contains a great deal of the Rabbinic teaching and point 
of view on the subject. It is all spun, as it were, out of Exodus xxii. 
25-27. ‘ Poverty,’ it is said, ‘ is the heaviest of all evils in the world. 
All other evils in one scale of the balance, and poverty on the other 
scale : the scales are even.’ ‘ All other evils in one scale : poverty 
in the other ; poverty would outweigh them all.’ ‘ Four people 
are likened to the dead : The poor, the leprous, the blind, he who 
has no children ’ (Nedarim 64 b). ‘ He who hopes for the table of 
others (i.e, depends for his sustenance on the bounty of others) — 
for him the world is darkness. So said Rab. R. Chisda said, His 
life is no life. The Rabbis say : Three lives are no lives : He who 
looks for the table of others, he who is ruled by his wife, he whose 
body is overcome by sufferings’ (Bezah 32 b). ‘ Three things drive 
a man out of his mind : (i) Gentiles, (2) an evil spirit, (3) crushing 
poverty. What follows ? One must pray to God that through his 
pity one may be spared from them. Three will not see HeU : (i) 
They who suffer from crushing poverty, (2) they who suffer from 
pains of the intestines, (3) they who are persecuted by the heathen 
power (or who have many creditors). Some add (4) they who have 
a bad wife (i.e. they are already punished for their sins in this 
world). What follows ? One must receive these evils in love 
(i.e. in pious resignation towards God).’ (Erubin 41 b.) 

Parallel to some extent with the view of Aristotle, who thought 
that a certain amount of wealth or of ra cktos dyadd was necessary 
for complete happiness or for the most perfect life, the Rabbis tended 
to hold that a certain amount of riches was requisite for the man who 
is to be regarded as both inwardly and outwardly in complete 
harmony and most fully endowed. The well-known passage in 
Aboth vi. 8 (with its parallels) is in general accordance with Rabbinic 
sentiment. ‘ Beauty, strength, riches, honour, wisdom, old age, 
children, are comely to the righteous and comely to the world.’ 
One cannot imagine Jesus sajdng this ; but it is not exceptional 
for the Rabbis. Always, however, the Torah comes first, as it 
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also says in Aboth (iv. Il), ‘ He who fulfils the Torah in poverty 
shall in the end fulfil it in wealth, and he who neglects it in wealth 
shall in the end neglect it in poverty.’ It is remarkable that it 
should be said, ‘ All the prophets were rich.’ ‘ The Shechinah rests 
only upon one who is wise, strong, rich, and tall ’ (Sabbath 92 a). 
[Note the curious emphasis here on height and in Aboth on beauty ; 
the resting of the Shechinah means inspiration, the spirit of pro- 
phecy.] Jesus could not have said this, but it is not to be regarded 
as off the Rabbinic line. Again, ‘ God lets his Shechinah rest only 
on one who is strong, rich, wise, and humble ’ (Nedarim 38 a). Yet 
riches are a testing discipline no less than poverty. God tests the 
rich whether he will give adequate alms, and the poor whether he 
will endure his suffering (i.e, his poverty) without murmuring. 
The men of Sodom were very rich and prosperous. ‘ But they did 
not trust in the shadow of their Creator, but in the multitude of 
their wealth, for wealth thrusts aside its owners from the fear of 
heaven ’ (Pirke R. Eliezer xxv., Friedlander’s translation, p. 181). 
With the strong tendency to dwell on rewards and punishments, 
and on the external, as well as the internal, results of righteousness 
and wickedness, which is as characteristic of the Rabbis as of the 
O.T. teachers, it is added that the rich who is niggardly and stingy 
will ultimately lose his wealth, while the poor will receive a double 
portion in the world to come (Exodus R. xxxi. § 3 on xxii. 25, etc.). 
From the words used in the whole passage, the stress seems to be 
laid upon the world to come for the rich as well as for the poor. 
The Rabbis show a tendency to wish to believe that even in this 
world the bad rich man will lose his wealth, and the good poor man 
will gain wealth (or at all events, cease from being poor), but they 
knew, and they sometimes say, that this is not so, and that the bad 
rich man often contmues rich, and the good poor man continues poor, 
till they die. But for them the solution and explanation are easy 
enough. (How different for the O.T. teacher !) The bad rich man is 
punished in Hell ; the good poor man enjoys the beatitudes of the 
life to come. And no facts contradict this view, because there are 
no facts to appeal to one way or the other. Though the Rabbis, 
seeing that there are rich and poor men in almost every occupation 
or profession, sometimes say that all depends on a man’s moral 
worth (his Zechdh) {e.g, Mishnah Kiddushin iv. 14, 82 a), yet they 
also admit that there are strange chops and changes. They often 
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speak of the wheel of circumstances ; God turns it as he will, mak- 
ing the poor (or his son) rich and the rich (or his son) poor. A man 
should pray that he may not suffer this reversal ; yet if poverty 
does not befall him, it will befall his son, and if not his son, his 
grandson, for there is a turning-wheel in the world. (Sabbath 151 a.) 
Sometimes, indeed, the view of the Psalmists, which, I fancy, was 
more or less the view of Jesus, finds an echo ; e.g, (Exodus R., 
xxjd, 5 on PjOD DN xxii. 24). In this world the wicked are rich, and 
enjoy quiet and peace, and the righteous are poor, but when God 
will open for the righteous the treasures of the (heavenly) Eden, 
the wicked, who have lived through usury and interest, will bite 
their flesh with their teeth, and they will say. Would that we had 
toiled and carried on our shoulders, or been servants, then it had 
been better for us. The Israelites say to God, Who is thy people ? 
He answers, The poor. God protects only the poor.’ The cautious 
moderation of Sirach is also to be found in the Rabbinical literature ; 
as riches have their great moral dangers, and as poverty is a sore 
evil, the best thing is a moderate amount of wealth ; not too much 
and not too little. S.B. quote Gittin 70 a. Eight things are good 
in moderation ; bad in excess ; of these, riches is one. And, always, 
knowledge is held to be better than riches. The constantly quoted 
saying : ‘ Have you knowledge, what do you lack ? Have you no 
knowledge, what have you ? ’ was meant sincerely. ‘ Thy teaching 
and thy statutes are better unto me than thousands of gold and 
silver.’ This opinion of the Psalmist (cxix.) was also the opinion of 
the Rabbis. ‘ For gold and silver take a man out of both this world 
and the world to come, but the Torah brings a man to the life of 
the world to come ’ — a pretty strong utterance about the dangers 
of wealth and of money. (Sifre 39 b, last line.) Again, one must 
not ignore familiar sayings, such as : ‘ Who is rich ? He who 
is contented with his lot’ (Aboth iv. i, with its parallels). (R. 
Tarphon gives a quantitative reply ; R. Akiba says he who has a 
good wife ; R. Yose gives a highly peculiar reply, which is hardly 
quotable in this place. (Sabbath 25 b.) We also find the view that 
a man cannot have it, as it were, both ways ; great prosperity on 
earth and great felicity beyond the grave. This idea may be mixed 
up with the other idea that to lay up treasure in heaven does not 
consort with laying up treasure on earth (the idea of Matt. vi. 19 
and of xix. 23), but it is not identical with that other. It is iUus- 
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trated by the following two stories, and there are others like them. 
‘ There was once a disciple of E. Simeon b. Yochai who went to 
India, and he came back laden (? with merchandise). When his 
fellow-disciples saw the gain which he had made, they felt chagrin. 
What did Eabbi Simeon do ? He took his disciples, and went with 
them into a valley, and he said. Valley, valley, be filled with golden 
coins. And it was filled. Then he said to his disciples : Let each 
take his portion, yea, take aU ye will, but know that he who takes it 
takes (off) his reward in the life to come.’ ‘ Once it happened to 
R. Simeon b. Chalafta that on the morning before the evening of 
Passover he had not money to buy anything for his household. 
His wife said to him. We have not even a penny with which to keep 
the Passover. When her neighbours cooked, and she had nothing 
to cook, she took a vessel, and filled it with water, and kindled a 
fire beneath it, for she was ashamed that she had nothing to cook. 
When R. Simeon saw what she did, he went outside the city, and 
prayed, and a sort of a hand appeared and gave him a jewel ; he 
took it and showed it, but nobody could tell him its value. Then 
he pawned it, and received for it a gold piece, and changed the gold 
piece into small coins, and bought meat and wine and vegetables, 
and brought them all back to his house. He said to his wife. Here 
we have wherewith to eat. She said. Whence did you get all these 
things ? Perhaps you have worried (troubled, nnitan) your 
Creator ? He refused to tell her. She said to him, I swear that I 
will not use anything of them until you tell me whence they came. 
When he saw that she worried him, he told her the whole story. 
Then she said. You have received of what was appointed to you 
in the world to come, and your table will be much poorer (dus) 
than that of your colleagues. 60, therefore, and pray, and return 
the jewel to him who gave it you. At the end of the festival he went 
to restore what he had taken, and he paid what he had received 
for the jewel, and he took it and went outside the city and prayed, 
and a sort of hand appeared and took it back from him’ (Mid. 
Psalms xcii. (8). (In the parallel story in Exodus R. lii. 3 and Ruth 
R. ii. on chapter i. verse 17, for Passover eve we have Sabbath eve.) 

Poverty, as we have seen, is regarded as a testing or ‘ tempta- 
tion.’ It is also sometimes regarded as a punishment for sin. One 
of the worst and weakest points in Rabbinic theology is the 
tendency to link particular physical evils with certain sins. (Cp. 
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the passage in Sabbath Mishnah ii. 6, which still defames the 
orthodox Jewish prayer book. See Singer, p. 121.) Thus, the sign of 
unchastity is dropsy (i.c. dropsy is the punishment of unchastity), 
jaundice of causeless hate, quinsy of slander, poverty of pride. 
(Sabbath 33 a). More frequently, hardness of heart, uncharitable- 
ness to the poor, is said to lead to poverty as its punishment, which, 
on the Mikado’s principle of making the punishment fit the crime, 
seems more reasonable. Elsewhere it is said that poverty is neces- 
sary or useful for Israel, so that they may repent, or so that they 
wax not fat and kick. Famous is the saying of Akiba : ‘ Poverty 
suits the daughter of Jacob as a red trapping on the neck of a 
white horse.’ R. Acha said, ‘ When the Israelites have to eat the 
carob tree, then (only) do they repent’ (Pesikta Kahana 117a). 
The poor who study the Law are richly rewarded after death by 
God. ‘ Why are they poor in this world ? So that they may not 
occupy themselves with vain things and forget the Torah, for one 
must neglect one’s business and occupy oneself in the Torah, for the 
Torah goes before everything’ (Midrash Psalms v. (3), verse i, 26a). 
So it is said that the poor, the rich, and the wicked (here equivalent 
to the rake) come to the judgment. They ask the poor man why he 
had not occupied himself with the Law. If he says, I was poor, 
and I was busy in getting my livelihood, they say. Were you poorer 
than Hillel ? (For they tell of Hillel that he used to gain by work 
a stater a day, and half of it he gave to the porter at the House of 
Study, and half he used for his own maintenance and that of his 
family. One day he had earned nothing, and the porter would not 
let him in. So he cUmbed up, and sat by the edge of the window 
on the roof, so that he might hear the words of the living God from 
the mouth of Shemayah and Abtalion. And it happened that it 
was a Friday in winter, and the snow from the sky fell upon him. 
At the break of dawn, Shemayah said to Abtalion, My brother, 
usually it is light ; to-day it is dark ; perhaps the day is cloudy. 
They looked up, and saw the shape of a man against the window, 
and they found three cubits of snow upon him . They took off the 
snow, and washed him, and anointed him, and put him by the fire, 
for they said. He is worthy that the Sabbath be profaned for his 
sake.) They ask the rich man. Why did you not occupy yourself 
with the Law ? If he says, I was rich, and I was busy with my 
possessions, they say, Were you richer than E. Elazar ? (For 
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they say of R. Elazar b. Charsom that his father left him a thousand 
cities on the land and a thousand ships on the sea. Every day he 
took a sack of meal upon his shoulder, and went from city to city 
to study the Law. Once his own slaves found him and made him 
do forced service Then he said to them, I beseech 

you, set me free, that I may go and study the Law. They said. 
By the life of R. Elazar B. Charsom, we will not let you go. For 
he never saw them in his life, but was always, day and night, study- 
ing the Torah.) They ask the rake, Why did you not occupy your- 
self with the Torah ? If he answers, I was beautiful, and I was 
pressed by my Yetzer, they say. Were you more beautiful than 
Joseph ? (For the wife of Potiphar sought daily to persuade him 
with words ; she put on fresh garments by day and 

by night; she said to him. Yield to me. He refused. She said, 

I will put you in prison. He said. The Lord sets free the prisoners. 
She said, I will crush you. He said. The Lord lifts up the bowed. 
She said, I will blind you. He said. The Lord opens the eyes of 
the blind. Then she offered him a thousand talents of silver, that 
he might yield to her, to sleep with her and to be with her, but he 
would not yield ; he would not sleep with her in this world so as 
not to have to be with her in the world to come.) Thus Hillel i 
accuses the poor, R. Eleazar the rich, and Joseph the rakes ’ (Yoma 

35 b). 

On the whole, then, we may say that the Rabbis took a 
less extreme view of the danger and undesirability of riches than 
Jesus, and that they were more keenly alive to the possible 
degradation, and to the inevitable burdens and evils, of grinding 
poverty. It may next be asked whether they show any ten- 
dencies similar to the teaching indicated in verse 21. The Rabbis 
would appear to teach that wealth is a trust to be used wisely, and 
for the benefit of society at large, but that it is not right or needful 
or beneficial (to society) that a man should, by one sudden act, 
make himself poor instead of rich, and give all his riches away to 
the indigent and needy. Moreover, Jesus in 21 is not laying down 
a general rule, nor is he looking at the matter in an aU-round sort 
of way, or from the point of view of society. He is thinking of the 
man’s character or soul, and of that alone. Economic and social 
questions (in our sense of the word ‘ social ’) do not concern him. 
They never concerned him. His interests lay elsewhere. And he 
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believed that the end of the old-world order was very near at hand. 
At such a time it is obvious that the only really important thing 
is the ‘ salvation ’ of the individual. ‘ Society ’ is about to break 
up altogether. Again, Jesus is thinking of the individual case ; 
of this particular rich man, and what would be best and finest and 
most testing and most ‘ costing ’ and ‘ costly ’ for Aim. We cannot, 
therefore, rightly compare (or contrast) the advice given to this 
'particular man with the general injunctions or recommendations 
of the Rabbis, or with their general opinions as regards the right use 
of riches. 

The contrast made between ‘ keeping the commandments ’ and 
being or seeking to become, reXeios, or perfect, is certainly not a 
contrast which could have been put in this form by the Rabbis. 
To them there could be nothing more perfect than a perfect keeping 
of the commandments. Mark’s version has not this antithesis. 
The Rabbis could not, I imagine, have said ev ue varepet. Never- 
theless, the Rabbis were perfectly well aware of (a) an extra legal 
excellence, a virtue which went beyond the mere letter of the Law 
(see Old Testament and After on the striking phrase lifnim mishurat 
haddin, pp. 434, 435 ; see also p. 191 in this book), just as (6) 
they were aware of a difference in the motives of virtue and law- 
observance, t.e. whether it were ‘ fear ’ or ‘ love,’ desire of reward 
or ‘ for its own sake,’ lishnah. 

Moreover, there are some passages which show that the Rabbis 
realized that the full love of God or the love of the Torah might 
well require a sacrifice of riches. Just where the shoe pinches, 
there must the sacrifice be made. ‘ This is the way that is becoming 
for the study of the Torah : a morsel of bread with salt thou must 
eat, and water by measure thou must drink, thou must sleep upon 
the ground, and live a life of trouble, the while thou toilest in the 
Torah. If thou doest thus. Happy shalt thou be, and it shall be 
well with thee (Ps. cxxviii. 2) ; happy shalt thou be in this world, 
and it shall be well with thee in the world to come ’ (Aboth vi. 4). 
There is a famous and very well known passage in Berachoth (61 b) 
in which R. Eliezer asks, * If it says in the Shema Thou shalt love 
God with all thy soul, why does it also say with all thy might ’ 
(which R. Eliezer takes to mean ‘ possessions ’), and 'vice versa. 
The answer is that for those who love their body ( = life) more than 
their money, it says ‘ with all thy soul ’ ( = life), while for those 
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who love their money more than their body, it says ‘ with all thy 
might.’ There is a curious remark in Sotah 12 a, according to which 
the righteous, just because they know how many sins may be 
connected with money, and how important it is to preserve inde- 
pendence and self-respect, are said to ‘ love ’ their money more than 
their bodies. There are stories, some of which are quoted by S.B., 
of Rabbis giving away all, or most of, their possessions. R. Yochanan 
it is said, sold (and then presumably gave away the proceeds of) 
his landed property that he might the better and more wholly 
devote himself to the Torah. His disciple wept that he had left 
himself nothing for his old age. He replied, ‘I have sold what 
was created in six days, and thereby acquired what was given in 
forty days (i.e. the Law).’ (Pesikta Kahana 178 b.) The moral of 
the story of the man who sold all his possessions and gave them to 
the poor (Leviticus Rabba xxxvii. 2 on xxvii. 2) is vitiated by the 
ending, in which he gets all his wealth back again, and gets his 
brother’s wealth (the stingy man) in addition (who is killed with all 
his children in a flood). 

Rather quaint and pretty is the story in Taanith 24 a. ‘ The 
collectors of charity funds used to hide themselves whenever they 
saw R. Elazar of the village of Bartota, because he was in the habit 
of giving them ever3rthing he happened to possess. One day he 
was going to the market in order to buy a wedding outflt for his 
daughter, when the collectors espied him and tried to hide them- 
selves. Elazar, however, followed them and said : ‘ I adjure you 
to tell me for what purpose you are collecting ? For a marriage 
between an orphaned boy and an orphaned girl, they replied. 
By the service of the Temple ! they have precedence over my 
daughter, exclaimed he, and putting together all that he had, he 
gave it to them, except one zuz that remained in his possession. 
For this he bought wheat and deposited it in the granary. There- 
upon his wife enquired of her daughter what her father had brought 
her. All that he brought he took up to the granary, the daughter 
replied. The wife then went up to the granary and found it full of 
wheat, to the extent that it came through the door hinges. When 
Elazar returned from the Bet ha-Midrash, she said to him. Come 
and see what thy Friend (God) has done for thee 1 Said he : 
By the service of the Temple ! this wheat shall be sacred property, 
and thy share in it shall not be more than that of any among the 
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poor of Israel’ (Dr. Malter’s translation, pp. 179, 180). No less 
interesting is the story in the same tractate, 20 b, of E. Huna. 
‘ Every Friday toward evening R. Huna would send a servant to 
the market who would buy up all the vegetables left over with the 
gardeners and throw them into the river. Why di 4 he not rather 
give them to the poor ? Because they would sometimes rely on 
these gifts and fail to provide themselves for the Sabbath. Why 
did he not throw it to the animals ? He was of the opinion that 
food proper for human beings should not be given to animals. Why 
did he buy them at all ? Because if he had not done so, it would 
lead the gardeners to sin in the future (by failing to provide the 
community with vegetables) ’ (Dr. Malter’s translation, p. 148). 
R. Huna did not give the vegetables to the poor, because he did 
not want to prevent them from fulfilling a holy duty of buying 
food for the Sabbath. In other words, he thought of the recipients : 
he did not want to weaken their independence and to make them 
rely too exclusively upon charity. 

The parallel given by S.B. in the brief order of Rabba b. 
Abbahu, who told some would-be proselytes, ‘ Go and sell all that 
you have, and then become proselytes ’ (Abodah Zarah 64 a) is 
purely verbal. It relates to a legal point about idols and idolatry, 
and has no real relation to the subject under discussion. 

Looking back over the whole series of quotations (and S.B. give 
a great many more), it would seem as if the Rabbis were alive both 
to the solid advantages and to the moral dangers of wealth or of 
‘ possessions.’ Any idea of a fundamental change in the economic 
arrangements of society was foreign to them. If they sometimes 
wondered why some people should be so poor, and others should 
be so rich, they gave to this difference a purely religious explanation. 
Both riches and poverty were a discipline : the one had to be borne 
well ; the other to be used well. If all men were ‘ comfortably off ’ 
there would be no opportunity for such right endurance, on the one 
hand, or for constant exercise of charity and almsgiving, upon the other. 
And if the rich are often not charitable, but wicked, and if the poor 
are often not duly and adequately supported by the rich, then the 
only explanation can be that, in the next world, the one will be greatly 
punished, thus enjoying only a brief temporary felicity, and the 
others will be greatly rewarded, thus suffering only a temporary 
misfortune. 
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So far as ‘ giving ’ is concerned, the Rabbis, in this unlike Jesus, 
looked at the matter from the point of view of the recipient as well 
as of the donor. To give away eveiything to the poor might not be 
desirable, even for the sake of the poor. Yet they were not in- 
sensible to the idealism of ‘All for the Highest.’ Their Highest 
was the study of the Torah : sacred knowledge. ‘ If you will be 
perfect,’ they might have said (I think) : ‘ Give up your lucrative 
profession — or live in poverty — and study the Law.’ In a sense they 
too, as far as they could or did admit that not all people could study 
the Law, would have recognized a double morality. The perfect 
thing was to give up anyi;hing for study. The less perfect thing was 
to live a good life without study and to help those who do study. In 
this way too you would surely get to heaven. To Jesus the Highest 
was very different. It was (for the Old Order was rapidly approach- 
ing its term) the Salvation of the Soul. Yet are we not to say, 
with rather facile and cheap criticism, that his Highest was a self- 
regarding Highest. For to Jesus the salvation of the soul implied 
the practice of lovingkindness and charity. Whether Matt. 2cxv. 
34-40 was spoken by Jesus or no, it is entirely in his spirit, and in 
it we see how, according to Jesus, salvation is to be won. On the 
other hand, we need not depreciate the ‘ Highest ’ of the Rabbis. 
The study of the Law also involved the practice of lovingkindness 
and charity, for the Rabbis insisted that practice and study must 
always go together, and an essential portion of the Law’s require- 
ments was justice and lovingkindness towards man and piety and 
love towards God. Nevertheless, I venture to think that there wus 
a certain touch of narrowness about either ‘ Highest,’ and that both 
were susceptible of more than one kind of degradation and carica- 
ture. These I need not here particularize or draw out. Our Highest 
to-day seems to me wider and more comprehensive than the Highest 
whether of Jesus or of the Rabbis. It includes study or knowledge, 
it includes ‘ social service,’ it includes self-realization or the salva- 
tion of the soul. It is a more conscious harmony of all of these, 
and, perhaps, even of more. 


XX. 1-16. Of the great parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard 
I have spoken at some length in my Commentary (Vol. ii. pp. 273- 
275, ed. 2). I do not think that I have praised it unduly. What 
have we to say about it from the Rabbinic point of view ? It must, 
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I think, be said that while the teaching of the parable is not wholly 
without its parallels in the Rabbinic literature, the opposite doctrine 
of measure for measure is more prominent with the Rabbis than with 
Jesus, and the doctrine represented by the parable is more prominent 
with Jesus than with the Rabbis. Jesus is by no means ignorant 
of the doctrine of measure for measure. He makes use of it. ‘ Ac- 
cording to your works, so shall you be rewarded or punished ’ is by 
no means an unknown or unused teaching. But the balance is 
better kept by him than by the Rabbis. Nor do we find with him 
any examples of ‘ such punishments for such and such sins,’ as we 
get among the Rabbis, of which the passage stiQ kept and used in 
The Authorized Daily Prayer Booh is so ugly an example. (Singer’s 
Prayer Booh, p. 121.) Neither Jesus nor the Rabbis, it might be 
observed, see any difficulty in God appointing final or perpetual 
punishments for finite and definite sins. It does not strike them, as 
it strikes us to-day, that to annihilate a person altogether, or to give 
him perpetual punishment for a finite and temporal siu, is unjust. 
To this difficulty Jesus and the Rabbis are equally blind. On the 
other hand, the Rabbis are willing to allow that God rewards more 
than man deserves : for finite virtues man receives heavenly and 
everlasting bliss. Again, the Rabbis recognize that in relation to the 
greatness of the ‘ reward ’ — ^the joys of the life to come — ^man may 
be said to contribute practically nothing. What is human righteous- 
ness ? All depends upon, aU is given by, the mercy and the grace 
of God. God’s goodness supplies man’s insufficiencies. Or the 
merits of the fathers are so abundant that they too eke out what is 
wanting in their descendants. 

Meanwhile, the complaint made by the labourers in the vineyard 
is very similar to the astonishment of Rabbi at the immediate 
reward vouchsafed to the repentant R. Eliezer b. Durdaya or the 
Roman executioner of R. Chananya b. Teradyon. ‘ Some obtain the 
Kingdom in an hour, while others hardly reach it after a life-time.’ 
An hour’s repentance produces the same result as a life-time spent 
in the study and fulfilment of the Law. 

There is a most interesting passage in Tanchuma, Ki Tissa, no a, 
of which only a few words are given in S.B. p. 833. Here the case 
is put of one man dying at forty and another at eighty. Both were 
righteous and studious. It would not be just, however, that the 
second should have a greater reward in heaven than the fiirst. Each 
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did his best, and it was not the first man’s fault that he died at forty. 
The reward of Samuel was no less than that of Moses, though one 
died at 120, and the other at fifty-two. This is fancifully proved 
by Psalm xcix. 6. ‘ So began E. Tanchuma b. Abba to expound : 
Sweet is the sleep of a labouring man, whether he eat little or much ; 
but the abundance of the rich will not suffer him to sleep (Eccles. 
V. 12). They said to Solomon, Had anyone but you said this verse 
we should have laughed at him ; you, of whom it is written. And 
he was wiser than all men (i Kings iv. 31), can you say, Sweet 
is the sleep of a labouring man, whether he eat little or much ? 
Not thus is the matter, for if anyone hungers and eats a trifle, his 
sleep departs from him, but if he eats much, sweet is his sleep. 
He said to them, I am speaking only of the righteous and those who 
labour in the Torah. How so ? Take a man whose whole life is 
thirty years. From ten years upwards he labours in the Torah and 
in the Mitzvoth, and dies at the age of thirty. Then consider another 
of eighty years, who likewise from the age of ten upwards labours 
in the Torah and in the Mitzvoth until his death. Are you going 
to say that, seeing that the former laboured in the Torah for twenty 
years only and the latter for seventy years, therefore will God 
apportion a greater reward to the latter ? Therefore I say. Whether 
it be much or whether it be little that he eat. For the twenty 
years man might say before God, Hadst thou not removed me 
from the world half-way through my life, I should have prolonged 
my years and increased Torah and Mitzvoth. Therefore I say. 
Whether much or little, for the rewards of each are equal.’ 
‘ Thou mayest know,’ said E. Chanina, ‘ that Moses served Israel 
in Egypt and in the wilderness for forty years, and that he lived for 
120 years, while all the days of Samuel’s life were only fifty-two 
years. He bore the burdens and troubles of Israel. And the 
Scripture counts them as one, for it says, Moses and Aaron among 
his priests and Samuel among them that called on his name. 
So you see. Sweet is the sleep.’ Then the passage goes on to 
give the following illustration. ‘ A king hired workmen to work for 
him. While they were working, he took one of them (away from 
his work) and walked with him. In the evening the worlq)eople 
came to receive their wages, and that workman with them. The 
king could not have said to him, You have only worked two hours ; 
take in proportion to your work, for the workman could reply. 
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Had you not walked with me, my wages would have been greater. 
God is the king. The workmen are they who labour in the Law. 
They who so labour for ten or twenty or thirty years could say, 
Hadst thou not taken me away (by death), I should have laboured 
longer. Hence, the rewards of all must be equal.’ The illustration 
is not so cogent as the parable in Matthew, for it still seems to imply 
that the particular cases are exceptional. It was not the man’s 
fault that he could not work longer. Death hindered his service. 
Where A could have worked as long as B and did not, A should not 
receive the same reward as B. In the Gospel parable it is implied that 
though A might have been able to have begun working as soon as 
B and did not, yet his labour in the shorter time during which he 
did work may, as God sees things, and as God rewards, and accord- 
ing to God's conceptions of equity, produce for A the same reward 
as is given to B. The Tanchuma passage does not go so far as this ; 
yet it is on the same lines. In the Gospel parable it is not stated 
whether the labourers who worked for a shorter time, having met 
the master of the vineyard at a later hour, were at all in fault 
through having come later, or whether they were, in this respect, 
/wholly guiltless. As this is left vague, it seems to show that the 
point on which the Tanchuma passage lays all the stress (namely, 
i that it was in no wise the fault of the labourers if they worked for a 
shorter period) was regarded by Jesus as immaterial. What he 
laid stress on was that the heavenly reward was not allotted by strict 
measure for measure, and not strictly according to desert. God’s 
justice is a higher justice than man’s, and works in a different way. 
Perhaps he meant also to indicate that, whether the labourers having 
arrived later was in any way their own fault or not, they had, at 
all events, done their best during the hours in which they did work. 
And perhaps too he meant to indicate that, generally speaking, there 
were no elaborate gradations according to degrees of ‘ desert ’ in 
‘ heaven.’ For ‘ heaven ’ is altogether beyond desert. And there 
is more equality in heaven than on earth. But that the life to come 
and its beatitudes are not awarded according to strict rule and 
measure of tit for tat is the main burden of the parable. And the 
Tanchuma passage, though not going to the same lengths as the 
parable, is nevertheless a most interesting parallel to it. 

Perhaps, however, the best parallel to the Gospel parable is a 
passage from Deuteronomy R. {Ki Tetze vi. i on xxii. 6). ‘ R. Abin 
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bar Kahana said, Thou shalt not sit and weigh the commands of 
the Law. Thou art not to say, Because there is a greater reward 
for this command, I will do it, and because there is only a small 
reward for that command, I will not do it. What has God done ? 
He has not revealed to the creatures (i.c. to men) the particular 
reward for each particular command, in order that they might do 
all the commands in integrity (didd). The matter is like a king 
who hired labourers, and brought them into his garden ; he hid, 
and did not reveal, what was the reward of (working in) the garden, 
so that they might not neglect that part of the work for which the 
reward was small, and go and do that part for which the reward 
was great. In the evening he summoned them all, and said, Under 
which tree did you work ? The first answered. Under this one. 
The king said. That is a pepper tree ; its reward is one gold piece. 
He said to the next. Under which tree did you work ? He said, 
Under that one. The king said. It is a white flower tree, its reward 
is half a gold piece. He asked a third, Under which tree did you 
work ? He said, Under this one. The king replied. That is an 
olive tree ; its reward is 200 zuzim. The labourers said to him. 
Ought you not to have told us the tree under which the reward was 
greatest ? The king replied. If I had done that, how could all of 
my garden have been tilled ? Even so, God has not revealed the 
reward of the commandments, except of two — one heaviest of the 
heavy, the other lightest of the light, viz. Exodus xx. 12, Honour 
thy father and thy mother, and Deut. xxii. 7, Thou shalt let the 
mother bird go ; for both the reward is the same, namely, long life.’ 
The chief point of all this lies in the last words. The reward of 
the two conunands, so unequal in value, is nevertheless the same. 
At all events, therefore, God’s justice is not according to strict 
measure. It is a higher justice than the justice of tit for tat. 
Thus the teaching of Jesus in the great parable of Matt. xx. was 
not teaching which was wholly unknown to, or never preached by, 
any Rabbi. We hear a form of it in the passage which has just been 
quoted. 

The same remark about the equal reward for two such strangely 
different commands as the bird’s nest and the honouring of parents 
occurs frequently. Thus Proverbs v. 6 is quoted, * That thou weigh 
not the path of life ; her paths move, thou canst not know them.’ 
This was said so that you should not weigh the commands of the 

u 
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Law, and find out which command has the greatest reward, and do 
that one : therefore the paths of the law are mobile (pStDS'itOD). 
It is like a king who had a garden, and brought workmen into it, 
but he did not tell them the reward for each planting, for if he had, 
they would have done only the planting for which the reward was 
greater, and the work of the garden would have been half done 
and half neglected. So Gk)d did not reveal the reward of the com- 
mands, so that the Israelites should not consider which command 
had a big reward and fulfil it, and the Law would have been half 
fulfilled and half neglected (n^taa). That is why the wise men said, 
Be as eager about a light command as about a heavy command, 
for thou knowest not the rewards of the commands. Thus God 
moves about the rewards of the commands in this world, so 

that the Israelites may consider them and accomplish them all 
sincerely ‘ And when God ’ [I suppose in the world to 

come] ‘ gives them their rewards, he gives them a reward for their 
faith and a reward for their deeds, and he reveals to them the mean- 
ing and interpretation of the commands’ ppts). (Mid- 

rash Psalms ix. (3), verse i, 41 a, foot.) So, again (Tanchuma, Ki 
Tetze, 19 b). ‘ It is like a king who sent workmen into his field 
to plant, and he did not tell them the reward of their planting. 
In the evening he gave to all the workmen one gold piece. Then 
the workmen wondered and said. To him who has only planted one 
small tree a gold piece has been given ; to us who planted many, 
how much more should be given. If the reward for the ‘‘ bird ” 
command is length of days, the rewards for commands the doing 
of which may involve loss and trouble and risk of life nmn) 
should be much greater. Therefore God did not make known the 
^reward for those who execute the commands of the Law, so that 
;the Israelites might do them of their own will (jDvyD), so as to 
mcrease their reward, even as we have been taught, Be not as slaves 
who serve their master with the object of getting a reward.’ In 
this last passage we must notice the odd naiveness and nuxture. 
The object of keeping the exact amount of reward for each command 
dark is precisely to mcrease the amount of the rewards, and yet we 
are told in the same breath. Do not serve for reward. The reward 
assuredly will come, and it will be all the greater if and because 
you do not think of it — if you fulfil the commands willingly, for 
their own sake, for the love of them. 
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All these passages and some others are honestly given in the 
interesting excursus on the parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard 
in S.B. Vol. IV. pp. 484-500. The dogmatic bias of the author, 
however, is as much apparent in this excursus as in the one on the 
Sermon on the Mount. To Billerbeck, as an orthodox Lutheran 
Christian, nothing is more horrible in religion, and more false, than 
any notion of merited reward. God does give rewards ; yet are all 
rewards rewards of grace, and none are rewards of merit. No 
reward from God is, as it were, the payment of something due by 
God to man. God ernes man nothing ; man can claim nothing from 
God. Whatever God gives, he gives by grace, and as a free and 
undeserved gift. It is man’s duty to serve God, but he must not 
serve him through desire of reward. The consciousness of God’s 
mercy and grace must make him all the more eager to serve God. 
Towards, and in relation to, God there is no such thing as merit. 

‘ For merit lives from man to man, And not from man, 0 Lord, to 
thee.’ Tennyson’s words exactly express the Lutheran doctrine. 

There is little doubt, I think, that we to-day largely share this 
doctrine and this point of view. We should, I think, agree that, 
so far as there can be such a thing as reward at all, it must be of 
grace, and not of debt or claim. I suppose that we even go farther. 
The whole idea of reward, whether of debt or grace, has become 
vague and shadowy, and it tends to disappear altogether. If there 
are rewards as from God, we tend to regard them as the necessary 
product of the act, as internal rather than esctemal. It is true that 
on earth adversity is often conjoined with righteousness, and we 
should all admit that an eternal conjunction of righteousness and 
misery would be irrational and undivine. In that sense, beatitude 
must ultimately attend upon, and be conjoined with, righteousness. 
But, even so, we hardly regard this ultimate, essential conjunction 
of bliss with righteousness as in the nature of a reward, but rather 
as the removal of those earthly conditions which prevent such a 
conjunction. 

The mediaeval Jewish philosopher Maimonides (1135-1204) in 
his Siraj, the Arabic commentary on the Mishnah, has a famous 
section about Howards and Punishments and the Future Life. I 
may quote some paragraphs from YeUin and Abrahams’ little- 
known booklet on Maimonides, published in 1903. ‘ ‘‘ Every 

Israelite has a share in the world to come,” runs a Mishnah in 
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Tractate Sanhedrin. But who is an Israelite/’ and what is the 
“ Life to come ” ? These questions suggested to Maimonides the 
desirability of examining current conceptions of immortality, and 
forced upon him the duty of formulating the ultimate doctrines, 
belief in which made the Israelite. The essay in which Maimonides 
attempts to solve these problems is unquestionably the most signifi- 
cant section of the Siraj, He opens with the lament that many 
take a material view of eternal bliss, conceiving it as a Garden of 
Eden, where flow rivers of wine and spiced oils ; and men, free 
from toil, inhabit houses built of precious stones, and recline on 
silken couches. Hell to them is equally materialized, as a place 
of burning fires and bodily torments. Others, again, attach their 
hopes of bliss to the conception of an approaching Messianic Age, 
in which men will be as kings, living eternally, gigantic in stature, 
provided by a bountiful earth with garments ready woven and 
meats ready baked. A third class rest their hopes on the Eesur- 
rection, believing that a man will be in a happy state if, after his 
death, he live again with his dear ones and household, eating and 
drinking, but never again d3dng. Yet others hold that the good 
derived from obedience to the divine law consists in earthly happi- 
ness, and that earthly misery and ‘‘ captivity ” result from dis- 
obedience. A fifth class, a very numerous section, combine all 
these ideals, holding as their ideal that Messiah will come, and will 
quicken the dead ; that they will enter the Garden of Eden, and 
eat there and drink, healthy throughout eternity. All of these 
base their views, in part successfully, on Scripture and Tradition, 
but they succeed by interpreting literally texts that need to be 
explained as figures. The real marvel and mystery, the whole 
conception of a future world, they do not attempt to examine. 
They rather ask, “ How will the dead arise ? — naked or clothed ? 
attired in the embroidered shrouds in which they were interred, 
or dressed in simple garments to cover their flesh ? ” As to the 
coming of the Messiah, they are concerned with such questions as, 
Will all men, rich and poor, be equal then ? Or will one be strong 
and another weak ? ” Now a wise teacher attracts the child by 
nuts, and figs, and honey ; for the child cannot appreciate the 
real purpose of his studies. As the pupil grows older, the reward 
must change, and the nuts having palled, the teacher must charm 
with fine shoes and dainty apparel. Later he will offer more sub- 
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stantial bribes, such as money ; later still he will say, Study to become 
a dayan, to win men’s respect, that the people may rise before thee 
as they do before such and such a one. But can a man of character 
and intellect be satisfied with this ? Is the end of wisdom to be 
found except in wisdom itself ? Shall men learn except to win 
truth, or obey the Law for any motive except obedience ? Man 
must study the Law simply to know it, seeking truth for truth’s 
own sake, and knowing in order to perform. It is unlawful to 
say, I will follow the good to win reward, and eschew the evil to 
escape punishment. Maimonides is very forcible in maintaining 
this view, and cites with affectionate approval the saying of ** that 
perfect man, who reached the truth of things,” Antigonus of Socho, 
whose utterance has ever since been the ke3rnote of the higher 
Judaism; “Be not like servants who minister to their master 
upon the condition of receiving a reward ; but be like servants 
who minister to their master without the condition of receiving a 
reward.” Maimonides follows this up by several apt quotations 
in which Rabbinical sages inculcated “ service from motives of 
love towards God,” especially the famous comment of R. Eleazar 
on the text, “ In His conunandments he delights exceedingly,” 
“ In His commandments, not in the rewards for them, he delights,” 
and the equally famous saying in the Sifre, “ All that you do must 
be done for pure love of the Lord.” What then of the offers of 
reward and threats of punishment ? 

‘Maimonides answers by the theory which he subsequently 
developed in explanation of the Sacrifices. A concession was 
necessary to the average man, who is incapable of such pure devotion, 
but needs a specific stimulus, just as the schoolboy does from his 
teacher ; but the concession was a means to an end, the end being 
the attainment of such a spiritual exaltation in which the love of 
good will be the sole stimulus to good, and the ideal will be realized 
in a perfect knowledge of the divine truth. Let men, said the Rabbi, 
serve God at first for reward ; they will end by serving Him with- 
out any such motive. Thus the concession is educational. But 
Maimonides carries the argument farther. The material rewards 
prescribed in Scripture were aids to virtue rather than payment 
for it. When a man is sick, hungry, thirsty, or at war, he cannot 
obey the ordinances of God. The object of reward for obedience 
is not that the land shall be fat, and men live long and healthily. 
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but that these blessings shall help them to perform the law, while 
the penalties of disobedience are penalties only in this that man by 
his very sin is rendered incapable of serving Gk)d. “ If ’’ (Maimon- 
ides puts this into God’s mouth) “thou performest part of a 
single ordinance from love and desire, I will help thee to perform 
all ordinances, and will ward off all obstructive ill ; but if thou 
leavest one thing undone from motives of contempt, I will bring 
on thee consequences which will prevent thee from obeying 
the whole law.” Now it may be that Paradise will give to the 
righteous all that men dream of delight, and more ; and Gehenna 
may be a fiery torture for the wicked. The days of the Messiah 
will fulfil all that the prophets have prophesied, and Israel will 
regain the sovereignty and return to their land. But our hope in 
the Messiah is not made up of dreams of wealth or hopes of Eden 
— a dream of bliss to spur us to righteousness. Eternal bliss con- 
sists in perfect spiritual communion with God. He who desires 
to serve God from love must not serve to win the future world, but 
he does the right and eschews the wrong because he is man, and 
owes it to his manhood to perfect himself ; and this effort brings 
him to the type of perfect man, whose soul shall live in that state 
which befits it, viz,, in the world to come ’ (pp, 60-65). 

As we moderns look at the whole matter, the Rabbis could 
not look at it. The Bible prevented them. For the Bible undoubtedly 
speaks of reward in the frankest and simplest way ; moreover, 
it does occasionally say, ‘ Do this, or fulfil that, divine command, 
in order that you may obtain such and such a reward.’ When we 
remember that every word of the Bible, and especially of the Penta- 
teuch, was regarded as perfectly good and perfectly wise and per- 
fectly inspired, it is really a remarkable thing how often the Rabbis 
rose above the level of their texts, or rather, perhaps, how often 
they made the higher things in the Bible correct the lower 
things, or how often they both adopted the Bible teaching, and 
yet, of their own impulse, transcended it. Nevertheless, this 
did not always happen. Sometimes the higher and lower things 
in the Bible, all regarded as true and inspired, made them, 
the Rabbis, inculcate contradictory teachings, and they did not 
harmonize them, or harmonized them very imperfectly. And we 
may even go farther, and say that they sometimes systematized 
and worsened the Bible teaching, though at other times they 
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corrected and transcended it. Thus we have, I think, to admit 
that the naive Bible teaching about rewards is, in some respects, 
coarsened and systematized by the Rabbis. In addition to the 
doctrine of rewards, the Rabbis invented the corresponding, and 
logically connected, doctrine of Merits {Zechuth), What I have so 
far said seems to me to be corroborated by Dr. Marmorstein’s 
wonderfully learned book. The Doctrine of Merits in Old Rabbinical 
Literature (1920), and corroborated the more because Dr. Marmor- 
stein himself seems to have no knowledge of any religious objection 
to the doctrine of Merits, and so writes about it quite simply and 
naively. Thus in his excellent introduction, by way of giving the 
net results of the various, and not always consistent. Rabbinic ideas 
upon the subject, he says : ‘ Man has power to acquire merits. . . . 
By performing the commandments man is entitled to a reward.’ 
Again, ‘ The laws and observances were given to man for man to 
obtain merits ’ (p. 15 fin., p. 16). ‘ Entitled* observe, to reward. 
Man, has, therefore, a claim. And yet the very opposite of such a 
doctrine, as both Marmorstein and Billerbeck show, was also taught 
by the Rabbis. 

We may, indeed, say of their teaching : 

(1) Man does, as a matter of fact, gamer or acquire merits ; 
he, as it were, can collect tickets on which, or through which, he 
obtains reward. But we may no less say (as we have already heard 
in the remarks upon the Sermon on the Mount) : 

(2) Man has no claim upon God. This view meets us not in- 
frequently, though hardly so frequently as (i). 

(3) All God’s rewards are due to his goodness, his mercy, his 
grace : or, again, they are, as it were, the necessary conditions of 
his glory. For his own sake he pardons and rewards. Or — for the 
teaching of the Rabbis is for Jewish listeners and pupils — he pardons 
and rewards for the sake of Israel and for the honour of the Torah ; 
for the bliss of Israel, and what one might call the higher success 
of the Torah, are intimately bound up with the glory of God. And 
if the individual Israelites of whom Israel is composed are not in 
ultimate bliss, the divine purposes are not fulfilled, and the divine 
Torah is not glorified and vindicated. 

Again, it adds to God’s honour and praise when he shows grace 
and does good to man in disaccord with man’s deserts. Thus man 
may even ask for disproportionate reward. The following little 
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passage from Midrash Psalms xxvi. 2-4 , 109 a is thoroughly Rabbinic 
in its quaint simplicity and frankness. ^ Solomon said to God 
(i Kings viii. 57), If a king hires good workmen, who do their work 
well, and the king gives them their hire (reward), what praise 
has the king ? When is he praised ? HVhen he hires lazy 
workmen, and gives them their full hire So too our 

fathers wrought and received good reward : what goodness (on God’s 
part) was there in that seeing that they wrought and took (their 
reward) ? But we are lazy workers ; yet do thou give us good 
reward. That would be great goodness ! ’ 

(i) and (2) are, essentially, contradictory to one another : yet 
we may, perhaps, semi-harmonize them thus. Man acquires merit 
by the grace of God. There is no magic or compulsion about it. 
It is an arrangement or a plan which God in his goodness has 
devised. Securing the tickets or the merits, on which man draws 
reward, purifies him. And unless he is purified, he does not get the 
tickets. In order that getting the tickets (securing the merit) may 
purify him, he must get the tickets in a pure way, for the sake of 
the commands, out of love for God. It almost comes to this, that 
if you fulfil the commands merely and solely in order to pile up 
merit, you will not get the merit and, therefore, the reward. But it 
never quite comes to this. About the efficacy of the Day of Atone- 
ment we are told : ‘ He who says, I will sin, and the Day of Atone- 
ment will secure me forgiveness, for him the Day of Atonement 
secures no forgiveness ’ ; but I do not think that anywhere is it said. 
He who says ‘ I will fulfil the commands in order to gain merit 
and reward will gain no merit and no reward.’ On the contrary, 
it is deliberately stated that the whole object of the Law is that 
man rmy gain merit through fulfilling its commandments, and he 
who seeks to gain such merit is not reprobated but praised. It is 
only side by side with this teaching, but not as cancelling it, that 
you find the teaching that all the commandments must be fulfilled 
from love or for their own sake. And if it says (as we have so often 
heard) that it is even good to fulfil the laws not for their own sake, 
because from fulfilling them not for their own sake you may come 
in the end, and be drawn on in the end, to fulfil them for their 
own sake, it never, I think, definitely gives as an example of ful- 
filling them not for their own sake to fulfil them in order to gain 
merit. 
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The theory of Zechuth (merit) seems partly bettered, and partly 
worsened, by the vicarious nature of much Zechuth (by the theory of 
imputed merit). It appears to be bettered, first, because it is a 
fine idea that one may be kept from sin because one may injure 
one’s children (or even one’s parents !). Secondly, it prevents 
conceit, for you may believe that, not your own little merits (your 
few little tickets) wiU win you salvation and bliss, but rather the 
big merits (the many large tickets) of the Righteous, the Saints, 
the Martyrs, the Patriarchs, Israel as a whole, or the Law as a whole. 
It could be worsened (as we may read in Marmorstein, and as the 
Rabbis themselves realized, protesting sometimes against the idea) 
by the notion that a man need not worry, because the merits of 
the Patriarchs or Israel or the Saints will pull him through. 

Mr. Loewe says ; ‘ Transmitted Zechuth practically means, for 
the Rabbis, the heredity of acquired characteristics, about which 
psychologists are so much exercised to-day, and which they seem 
inclined to accept. The Rabbis were empiricists, not scientists, 
and they observed that a man could teach his son to avoid drunken- 
ness, that drunkards tended to beget children who had a hard 
struggle to overcome the drink craving. If you are a drunkard, 
you disgrace your parents, and so lessen Zechuth, Conversely, the 
good which a man does need not be interred with his bones ; it may 
be transmitted. Secondly, Zechuth has a nuance which must not be 
forgotten ; it often means the feeling of inward happiness which is 
the result of duty done. This is sometimes called Simchah shd 
MUzvah, the joy of the command.’ 

What the net, or even the average, ethical and religious result 
of the doctrine of Zechuth and of Reward may have been it is indeed 
difficult to say. It is unlikely to have been so bad as Billerbeck hints 
that it was. It is unlikely to have been so excellent as Marmorstein 
so constantly suggests. Some danger must have resided in the 
immense power for gaining Zechuth which was associated with the 
commands. For the more the commands are, as it were, manifested 
and made actual and real by the doing of them, the more they will 
benefit the doers of them, those who, as it were, make the potential 
actual. The effect must have tended to be regarded as automatic, 
an effiuence flowing inevitably from the deed. The o'pus operatum, 
with all its evils, was alwaj^ lurking round the comer. It was so 
fatally easy to believe in its efficacy, and, in a sense, so very difficult 
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not to believe in it. Nevertheless, it is remarkable how much we 
find which mitigated the danger, and ran counter to any lower 
teaching. If the Eabbis devised the doctrine of Zechuth, they no 
less devised the doctrine of lishmah. The one is as much their 
creation as the other. And they also elaborated the Biblical teach- 
ing about Love. They urged that Love (i.e. the love of God and of 
his Law) should, in the last resort, be the only, or the ultimate, 
motive for all man’s doings, and perhaps it was a perception of 
such dangers as I have indicated which led R. Bannayah to say, 
‘ If you do not fulfil the words of the Law for their own sake, they 
will kill you ’ (Sifre 131 b ad fin. ; S.B. iv. p. 496). Or, again, 
‘ As for him who does not fulfil the Law for its own sake, it were 
better he had never been created ’ (Berachoth 17 a). So too the 
Law must never be used for worldly profit or worldly reputation, 
and so degraded and profaned. Hillel said, ‘ Everyone who makes 
a profit of the words of the Law is helping on his own destruction ’ 
(Aboth iv. 5). ‘ Do the words of the Law for the doing of them ’ 

(Sifre 84 b ; Moore ii. p. 97 ; Bacher, Agada der Tannaiten, i. p. 48, 
nn. 2 and 3). 

There is a fine passage in Professor Curtis’s essay on the Parable 
of the Labourers, published in the Festgabe fur Adolf Jiilicher zum 
70. Geburtstag (1927), which puts the teaching of the parable very 
lucidly before our eyes. ‘ God is the Great Employer of souls. 
Spiritual life is His vineyard. Short or long, man’s allotted span 
is a day. At sunset comes the reckoning. The award is that 
eternal life on which the Teacher had just before been dwelling. 
Can you divide eternal life, the peace of God that passeth under- 
standing, heaven, into fractions, fewer or more of which can be 
doled out in reward of the varying merit of earthly life ? ... If 
He is the Great Employer, He pays His willing workers not by time 
nor by piece-rate, but according to their spirit of service and His 
spirit of grace. There is no market-place in heaven ; let there be 
none in religion, earth’s foretaste of heaven. Think more of oppor- 
tunity, less of reward. Eternal life cannot be reckoned as any ser- 
vant’s due, as any saint’s earnings. Rejoice when others are called, 
though their hour comes later in the day than yours. Least and 
greatest, last and first, forget these distinctions while you press 
on to life’s end and goal. . . . The Searcher of hearts can judge as 
no human master can. His estimate of a man’s life in His service 
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takes account of more than the hours of toil and the worker’s com- 
pleted output ’ (p. 67). 


25-28. The doctrine of service and of the humility of service was 
a notable feature in the teaching of Jesus. It was also a compara- 
tively new feature. There are no complete parallels to the doctrine 
in the Rabbinic literature, so far as I am aware and have been able to 
probe the matter.^ For Jesus means something more than the dia- 
lectical question whether a king, a prince, or a learned man may yield 
precedence, or renounce the particular honour which is due to him, 
on a particular occasion. He means more than such a small point 
as serving or pouring out wine at a banquet, though such action 
might be the occasion or the illustration of his teaching. He meant 
the service of a life-time ; the lowly or devoted service of others. 
He meant spending oneself for the sake of the lowliest, in the man- 
ner, for example, of St. Francis. Such a conception was a new 
thing, a new teaching. And of its gigantic importance and effects 
in histoiy it is needless here to speak. The long passage from 
Kiddushin 32 b, part of which is cited in S.B., is therefore no real 
parallel. It is true that R. Joshua allows R. Gamaliel, who was a 
‘ Nasi ’ (prince), to pour out wine and hand it to him and R. Eliezer 
and the others at a banquet. The example of Abraham, a greater 
than R. Gamaliel, is cited. He ‘ served ’ the angels, thinking them 
to be mere Arabians and idolaters. Finally R. Zadok says, ‘ How 
long will you forget the honour due to God, and occupy yourselves 
with the honour due to man ? God makes the wind blow, the rain 
fall, the earth produce, and provides the Table for one and all ; 
why should not R. Gamaliel stand up and pour out wine for us ? ’ 
But this ‘ parallel ’ passage, if it can be called so, goes a very little 
way. The second quotation from Horayoth 10 a (ad fin.) is some- 
what more in point. There we read how R. Gamaliel thought of 
appointing two Rabbis to be the heads of a certain congregation. 
They only came at his second summons. He said to them, ‘ You 
thought I was going to offer you rule (serarah) ? (And so in humility 
they wanted to evade the honour.) It is service that I am giving 
you {Ahduth)y and he quotes i Kings xii. 7 (“ If thou wilt be a 

^ I do not by any means overlook or nnderestimate the great religions or 
ethical value of the passage from Sotah 14 a (or of its parallels) quoted on 
p. 105. 
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servant unto this people this day ”). Here the idea that rule, or 
leadership, means service, a certain bondage, is clearly brought out. 
So again in Taanit lo b, where the passage depends upon a possible 
difference between a student and a “ man of distinction ’’ 

The “ man of distinction ’’ is he who is worthy (or fit) to be appointed 
head (d:"is) of a community. Now R. Meir and the Rabbis said, 
Not everyone who wants to act as a Yachid may do so ; though 
all students may. R. Yose said, Everyone may do so, and deserves 
to be well thought of for wishing to do so, for to do so brings him no 
glory (narr) but only suffering ("lyy). (To be a leader is to suffer.) 
Another view (R. Simeon b. Gamaliel) was that when to act as 
leader would bring him glory, he may not so act ; when it would 
bring him suffering, he may ! {Op. Dr. Matter’s rendering.) Judges 
must regard themselves as the servants of the community. So too 
the officers of a Rabbinical college (who were by reason of their office 
also judges). When R. Gamaliel appointed R. Yochanan b. Nuri 
and R. Eleazar b. Chisma to be officers, and the disciples did not 
pay them due regard (Dn2 K^?), they, in dudgeon, sat down 

among the disciples (instead of in the seats appointed for officers). 
When R. Gamaliel entered the college, and saw them, he said, ‘ You 
have let the community know that you seek to exercise rule 
(nnit!^ nitry^) over the community. Before (your appointment) 
you were independent (□D’»dvj; Drv'M), but from hence- 

forward you are servants of, and subjected to, the community’ 
(il^yS Dn 3 j;). (Sifre 68 b.) (Bacher, Agada der Tan- 

naiien, p. 366, n. 3.) 

28. Xvrpov. The conception of vicarious suffering and death 
was known to the Rabbis, but whether it was spoken of by them 
so early as, say, a.d. 30 seems more doubtful. But I am not here 
concerned with dates. I am interested only in the fact that in the 
course of the development of the Rabbinic religion the conception 
made its appearance and was taught. The illustrative passages are 
given very fully by S.B. in Vol. 11. pp. 279-282 ; Vol. iv. pp. 771, 
1045, 1049; Vol. m. p. 261, and I have little else to do than to 
make a selection from them. The dominant idea, very frequently 
repeated, is that the death of the righteous has atoning power 
(i.e. it atones, or helps to atone, for the sins of the community as a 
whole). Thus the question is asked. Why is the death of Miriam 
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mentioned immediately after the passage about the Red Heifer ? 
The reply is that as the Red Heifer makes atonement, so too 
does the death of the righteous. As the clothes of the priest 
make atonement, so does the death of the righteous. (Numbers xx. 
28.) (Moed Katon, 28 a.) Again as the Day of Atonement atones, 
so, too, does the death of the righteous. (Leviticus R., Achate 
Mothy XX. § 12 ad fin. on xvi. i.) When it is said that the blood of the 
Israelites who are slain by the ‘ nations ’ is their atonement (nifi:D) 
for the world to come {i.e. atones for sins and so secures felicity 
in the life to come), it is not quite clear if it is meant that their 
death is an atonement for their own sins or for the sins of the 
people as a whole. (Sifre 140 a ad fin.) {Cp. the well-known 
passages in 4 Maccabees i. ii, vi. 28, f. xvii. 20 seq.) It is said that 
at a time when righteous men exist they are ‘ taken ’ (D'DSnj) for 
the generation {i.e. to atone for the sins of their contemporaries) ; 
where there are no righteous, school-children are ‘ taken.’ (‘ Taken ’ 
means that they die.) (Sabbath 33 b.) There is a remarkable 
passage in Midrash Psalms (Moore, Judaism, i. p. 548) : ‘ When 
God sought to give the Torah to Israel, he said, Give me sureties 
that you will keep the Law. They offered the Patriarchs as surety. 
But God said that these are in debt to him, he must have sureties 
who owe him nothing. Who are these ? said they. He replied. 
The children. Then they brought the children who were in 
their mothers’ womb, and at the breasts of their mothers, and 
these fruits of their bodies (pnD) stood there like crystal (in 
purity), and they looked at God from the wombs of their mothers 
and spoke with him. God said to them, Will you be sureties for 
your fathers, that if I give them the Law, they will keep it, and if 
they do not (wiU you agree), that you should be taken (D^Dfin:) 
instead of them ? Then they said. Yes ’ (Midrash Psalms viii. 3, 38 b). 
It is also said that the Sanctuary was a pledge (play on two Hebrew 
words of the same sound), for, when the Israelites deserve destruc- 
tion, the Sanctuary will be pledged in their stead. ‘ Then Moses 
asked God, But will there not be a time when they will not have a 
sanctuary ? Then, replied God, I will take (SlDi:) from them one 
righteous man and make him a pawn, and so, through him, make 
atonement for their sins.’ (Here again, I suppose, that ‘ take ’ 
means that the righteous man will prematurely die.) (Exodus 
R., Terumahy xxxv. § 4.) In a highly curious passage it is said 
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that Gk)d told Abraham that if his descendants sinned, then Gk)d 
would take a great man among them, a man who could be an atone- 
ment for their sins, and could say to the Attribute of Justice, 
‘ Enough.’ Such a man God would take as a pledge in their stead 
(Dny:j •»:«). (Canticles R .i. § 4, 3 on i. 14.) That the 

death of the greatmanis here meantseems fairly clearfrom the parallel 
in Gen. R. xliv. 5 on xv. i. In these passages the vicarious death is 
involuntary. But it is also said that some great men of Israel’s past 
were ready to die for Israel’s sake, e.g, Moses and David. (Of Moses, 
cp. Berachoth32a. IDV? It is said that Jonah 

ran away only to destroy himself in the sea, and that the Patriarchs 
and the Prophets were ready to give their lives for the sake of 
Israel. (Mechilta, Bo, 2 a. Cp, Sotah 14 a.) David said, ‘ Let thy 
hand be upon me and my father’s house ’ (2 Sam. xxiv. 17). This 
means that he wished to suffer death so that Israel might live. At 
the judgment day the willingness of Isaac to be sacrificed will be 
regarded as an expiation for Israel’s sins. See the story in Sabbath 
8g b given in Moore i. p. 540. It is very curious how the ‘ atone- 
ment ’ wrought by Phineas in the story (Numbers xxv. 13) is made 
expiatory in a new sense by the Rabbis. ‘ He exposed his soul 
unto death (Isaiah liii. 12) ; and this readiness to die made atone- 
ment, and even to the present time he has not ceased (rt but 
he stands and makes atonement till the resurrection of the dead ’ 
(Sifre 48 b, Levertoff p. 143 ; Moore i. p. 540). It was not, so 
it would appear, his slaying of the Israelite and the Midianite 
woman which wrought the atonement, but the peril of his life 
to which the act exposed him. Moses asked to be blotted out of 
the book which God had written if God would not forgive the 
Israelites’ sin. But the Rabbis seem to regard this request of Moses 
as equivalent to a readiness to die for the sake of gaining Israel’s 
forgiveness from God. (Sotah 14 a,) This readiness of Moses 
to die for his people would undoubtedly be a case of a ransom ; 
they sinned, and he was ready (as the Rabbis held) to die in their 
stead. Sufferings atone for sin, even as death atones, and that they 
have this vicarious or substitutionary effect is one of the reasons 
why they can be called ‘ beloved.’ It is stated that when Isaiah 
said, ‘ Here am I, send me ’ (Isaiah vi. 8), God replied, ‘ Isaiah, 
my children are troublesome (j'imo) and disobedient (]''2nD). 
If you will agree to let yourself be reviled and ill-used by my 
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cliildren, then go on in my sending of you : but if not, then go not/ 
Isaiah said, ‘ I go on that very condition, namely, that I give my 
back to the smiters, and my cheeks to those who pluck ofE the hair 
(Isaiah 1 . 6), and I am not even worthy to go in thy sending to 
thy children.’ Then God said, ‘ Thou lovest righteousness, that 
is, thou lovest to justify my children, and thou hatest wicked- 
ness, that is, thou hatest to hold them guilty, therefore God has 
anointed thee above thy fellows’ (Psalms xlv. 7). (Leviticus R., 
Tsav, X. § I, init. on viii. i, 2; Pesikta 125 b; Moore n. 550, 551.) 
Quaint are the stories about R. Judah the Prince (Rabbi) and 
R. Elazar b. Simeon. The former was one day immersed in a 
lecture when a calf ran up to him for protection, and mooed, as if 
to say. Save me. But R. Judah said, " What can I do for you ? 
You were created to be killed.’ For this callousness Rabbi was 
afflicted with toothache for thirteen years. In all these thirteen 
years the story went that no pregnant woman died and none had a 
miscarriage. At the end of the thirteen years. Rabbi was angry 
with R. Chiya. One day Elijah came down in the form of R. Chiya, 
and laid his hand on Rabbi’s tooth, and he was immediately healed. 
The next day R. Chiya came to see him, and said, How is your tooth? 
Rabbi said. Since you came yesterday and laid your hand on it, 
I am cured. Then R. Chiya said. Woe to the pregnant women in 
Israel. It was not I who touched your tooth. Then Rabbi knew 
that it was Elijah, and from that time he showed great respect to 
R. Chiya. (Genesis R., Vayechi, xcvi. 5 on xlvii. 29 Jin. and Jer. 
Kilaim ix. § 4, 32 b.) In this legend it is to be noted that Rabbi’s 
toothache is a punishment ; yet he is so great and good a man that his 
sufferings atone for other people’s sins. No woman who, because of 
some sin she had committed, would have died in childbirth or had a 
miscarriage, did so die or suffer. The story about R. Elazar is too 
long and complicated to quote, but the point which concerns us 
here is that the Rabbi had an uneasy conscience that he had not 
dealt quite fairly or justly in regard to certain judicial decisions 
about Jewish malefactors in which he had acted on behalf of the 
government. In consequence he inflicted upon himself certain severe 
bodily sufferings, and of these the Talmud observes that they were 
superior to (more excellent than, the sufferings of Rabbi. 

For his were inflicted upon him by God, whereas the sufferings of 
R. Elazar were self-inflicted ; in the words of the Talmud, ‘ they 
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came from love and went from love/ And tliis expression again is 
due to a detail in the story according to which R. Elazar’s sufferings 
were inflicted at night, whereas in the morning, by certain food 
which his wife gave him to eat, he was healed. ‘ So at the evenmg 
he said to his sufferings. Come, my brothers and friends 

; hi the morning he said to them, Go away,’ so that 
they might not disturb his study of the Law.’ R. Elazar’s pains 
were also of atoning eflSicacy ; during the years through which they 
lasted, no man died prematurely. (Baba Mezia 83 b-85 a.) Even 
the suffering which comes to a man of distinguished piety through 
the death of a child could be regarded as having atoning power, 
as in the story of R. Chiya b. Abba. His child died, and R. Judah 
b. Nachman in a visit of condolence quoted Deut. xxxii. 19. The 
quotation, we are told, was not intended, as one might think, to 
give pain. On the contrary, R. Judah meant, ‘ You are worthy 
to be taken because of the generation ’ (Kms HK 

The use of the word seems due to the death of the child. 
(Kethuboth 8 b.) In this last citation the sufferings, though volun- 
tarily accepted out of love (of Gk)d), are not, however, undergone 
for the sake of others, though God so arranged things that they 
acted to the advantage of others. The conception of being or 
acting as an atonement for others was, however, so well known that, 
as S.B. points out, the phrase ‘ May I be an atonement for so and 
so ’ became also not infrequent. Thus Rabbi Ishmael, in saying 
something about the colour of Israelite leprosy, remarks, ‘ The chil- 
dren of Israel — may I be their atonement — have the colour of,’ etc. 
(Dr. Hoffmann comments thus : ‘ Aus Liebe zu seinem Volke ge- 
braucht der Rabbi hier dieser Redeweise, da er von einem Aussatz 
der Israeliten spricht ’ ; and the meaning is, I will [I would like to] 
take the sufferings which may have > %en decreed against them upon 
myself, in order to obtain for them atonement and forgiveness.) ^ 
(Mishnah Negaim ii. i.) Resh Lakish, in another legal discussion, 
said, ‘ I am ready to be the atonement for R. Chiya and his sons ’ 
(Sukkah 20 a). The formal character of the phrase is shown by the 
use which is to be made of it by the ‘ people ’ who, on a given 
occasion, are to say to the High Priest, ‘ We will be thy atonement ’ 
(Mishnah Sanhedrin ii. i). The most interesting of the passages 

1 * The Rabbi uses this expression out of love for his people, because he is 
speaking of a leprosy of the Israelites.* 
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quoted by Levy and S.B. is perhaps that in which we have an early 
instance (in a Baraita) of the conception of the dead in their purga- 
torial period being beneficially affected by the prayers, or the suffer- 
ings, of the living. A son is to honour his father among other things 
by saying, ‘ Behold, I will be the atonement for his death-bed ’ 
nnSD). He is to say this for twelve months after his 
father’s death, because the idea was that the purgatorial period in 
Gehenna would only last twelve months at longest. By his readiness 
to accept sufferings in lieu of his father the son could shorten the 
purgatorial period. (S.B. Vol. rv. p. 1045.) (Kiddushin 31 b.) 

The precise force or bearing of the word Xvrpov is a matter 
for a commentary on the Gospels, not for a book like this one. 
Here I look upon it in its wider aspect, not specifically and narrowly 
as ‘ ransom,’ but in the sense in which it may be regarded as more 
equivalent to a substitutionary and vicarious sacrifice. The Hebrew 
“IS1D, ransom, which is often rendered by Xvrpov in the LXX, is 
closely connected, both etymologically and in sense, with sacrificial 
and atoning conceptions. It is therefore sufficient for my purpose 
to have indicated that the Rabbis were not unfamiliar with the 
idea of losing your life, whether voluntarily or involuntarily, for 
the sake and the benefit of others. 

The next question which Matt. xx. 28 raises is in relation to 
the Messiah. Any idea of his death as an atonement or as a ‘ ransom * 
was unknown to the Rabbis, but to his sufferings — and even to his 
sufferings for the sake of his people — ^there are occasional allusions. 
(The passages in which these allusions occur are a good deal 
later than a.d. 30.) The conception arose that the Messiah already 
existed from the Creation in heaven, and also that he had been bom 
as man long ago, but had been kept hidden away (on account of 
Israel’s sins ?) : his public manifestation as Messiah was still to 
come. In this hidden life he had to endure many sufferings for 
Israel’s sake. Thus it is said that ‘ Sufferings are divided into 
three portions, of which one part has been allocated to all the 
generations of the world, and one part to the age of the Persecutions 
(Hadrian), and one part to the Messiah, as it is written. He was 
wounded for our transgressions ’ (Midrash Samuel xix. 29 b, ed. 
Buber, 1925). The same verse from Isaiah is referred to the suffer- 
ings of the Messiah in Ruth R. on ii. 14, ‘Dip thy morsel in the 
vinegar : those are the sufferings of the Messiah, as it says. He was 

X 



3o6 rabbinic literature and gospel teachings 

pierced for our iniquities ’ (Midrasli Ruth v. § 6 on ii. 14). Again, 
‘ Our teachers have said, His name shall be the Leprous One of 
the house of Rabbi (perhaps in reference to Rabbi’s sufferings 
for the thirteen years), even as it says. Surely he bore our sickness 
and carried our pains : yet we esteemed him as one stricken with 
leprosy, and smitten of Grod’ (Sanhedrin 98 b) (••nn un «"iivn). 
A more familiar passage in the same tractate runs thus : * R. 
Joshua b. Levi met Elijah at the mouth of the cave of R. Simeon 
b. Yochai. He said to Elijah, Shall I enter the life to come ? Elijah 
replied, If it so please the Master ( = God). Then he asked him, 
When will the Messiah come ? Elijah replied. Go and ask him. 
But where is he ? At the gate of Rome. And what is his mark ? 
(How shall I recognize him ?) He sits among the wretched who 
are laden with sicknesses [sores and wounds are meant, and it is 
implied that he too has sores and wounds] ; all the others uncover 
all their wounds, and then bind them all up again, but he uncovers 
and binds up each one separately, for he thinks, Lest I be summoned 
and should be detained. So Rabbi Joshua went and said to him. 
Peace be with thee, Master and Rabbi. He replied. Peace be with 
thee, son of Levi. He said, When is the Master coming ? He 
replied. To-day. Then R. Joshua returned to Elijah, who said, 
What did he say to you ? He replied. Peace be with thee, son 
of Levi. Elijah said. Then he assured to you ("ina^K) and to 
your father (a place in) the world to come. The Rabbi said, He 
spoke falsely to me, for he said he would come to-day, and he has 
not come. Then Elijah said. He meant To-day, if ye hearken to 
my voice ’ (Psalm xcv. 7). (Sanhedrin 98 a.) Here, too, Messiah’s 
sufferings may, perhaps, be regarded as undergone for the sake of 
Israel. The fullest and most interesting passages of those dealing 
with Messiah’s sufferings and collected by S.B. (n. pp. 284-291) 
come from the late Midrashic compilation known as the Pesikta 
Rabbathi. Thus : ‘ Our teachers have said. There is no end to 
the sufferings with which he (the Messiah) is afficted in every genera- 
tion according to the sins of each generation. Therefore God says 
(Isaiah xlix. 8), In that hour I create thee anew, and will not affict 
thee any more ’ (Pesikta R. 146 b). ‘ All the good which I will 
do imto you I do through the merit (niDT) of the Messiah who 
was kept back all those years. He is righteous and filled with 
salvation (Zechariah ix. 9). That is the Messiah who recognizes 
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that God’s judgment upon Israel is righteous, when they laugh at 
him when he sits in the prison : therefore is he called just. And 
why is he called filled with salvation ? Because he says, You 
are all my children. Are ye not all only saved by the mercies of 
God ? Afflicted and riding on an ass. That is the Messiah. 
Why is he called afflicted ? Because he was afflicted all those 
years in the prison, and the transgressors in Israel laughed at him. 
And why riding upon an ass ? Because the transgressors have 
no merit, but through his merit God protects them, and leads them 
on a level way, and redeems them ’ (Pesikta R. 159 b). ‘ In thy 
light we shall see light. What is this light which the congregation 
of Israel looks for ? That is the light of the Messiah, as it is said, 
God saw the light and it was good. God looked at the Messiah 
and his deeds before the world was created, and he hid the [primal 
or archetypal] light for his Messiah and for his generation under 
the throne of his glory. Then Satan said to God, Lord of the 
world, for whom is this light which thou hast hidden under thy 
throne of Glory ? God replied. For him who will put thee to shame. 
Satan said, Show him to me. God said, Come and see him. When 
Satan saw him, he was appalled, and he fell on his face, and he said, 
Verily this is the Messiah who will cast me and all the Princes 
(i.e. the angels) of the nations of the world into hell. In that same 
hour, all the nations assembled together, and said to God, Who is 
this into whose hands we are to fall, what is his name and his 
excellence ? Grod said, It is Messiah, and his name is 

Ephraim, the Messiah of my righteousness (Jer. xxxi. 9, 20). . . . 
Then God began to make a bargain (n:nD) with the Messiah, 
and said to him. The iniquities of these souls who are stored away 
beside thine are destined in the future to bring thee under a yoke 
of iron, and they will make thee as a calf whose eyes have become 
dim, and they will strangle thy breath under the yoke, 

and thy tongue will cleave to thy cheek. Dost thou accept this ? 
(Is this thy will ?) The Messiah said, WiU this anguish last many 
years ? God said. Seven years have I decreed. If thy soul is grieved, 
I will cast them out forthwith (i.e. he will annihilate all these pre- 
existent souls). The Messiah replied. With rejoicing of heart and 
soul I accept all this, but under the condition that not one (soul) 
from Israel is lost. And not only the living shall be saved in my 
day, but those too who are hidden in the dust, and not only they, 
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but also all the dead who have died from the days of Adam till now, 
and not only these, but even the abortions shall be saved in my 
day, and not only they, but also all whom thou hadst intended to 
create, but who were not created. On these conditions I am ready ’ 
(Pesikta Eabbathi i6i a jin., i6i b). (Are we to understand by 
the last sentence that the salvation which the Messiah is to bring 
about by his sufEerings is not limited to Israel, but is universal ?) 
^ When the Son of David appears, they will bring beams of iron, 
and put them on his neck, till his frame is bowed down. And he 
will cry and weep, and his voice will ascend on high. He will say 
to God, How great are my spirit, my strength, my limbs ? Am I 
not flesh and blood ? Then God will reply, Ephraim, my righteous 
Messiah, long ago didst thou accept all this at the time of the 
creation. Now let thy pain be as my pain, for since the days when 
Nebuchadnezzar, the wicked ( = , I suppose, Titus), burnt my Temple 
and caused my children to go into exile among the nations, by 
thy life, and by the life of my head, I have not ascended my throne. 
If thou believe it not, look upon the dew upon my head. (Canticles 
v. 2.) Then the Messiah will say, I am appeased ; it is enough for 
the slave to be as his master ’ (Pesikta R. p. 162 a). ‘ In the time 
to come, in the month of Nisan, the Patriarchs will say, Ephraim, 
our righteous Messiah, though we are thy ancestors, thou art greater 
than we. For thou hast borne the sios of our children, and thou 
hast borne heavy punishments (nno) such as neither the former 
nor the latter generations have endured, and thou becamest the 
laughter and the mocking of the nations for Israel’s sake, and 
thou didst sit in darkness, and thine eyes saw no light. And thy 
skin shrank upon thy bones, and thy body withered like a tree, 
and thine eyes grew dark from fasting, and thy strength dried up 
like a potsherd, and all this befell thee because of the sins of our 
children. Is it thy will that thy children should enjoy the felicity, 
which Grod has destined to give them in abundance ? Perhaps, 
because of the pains which thou hast endured in overflowing measure 
for their sakes, and because thou hast lain fettered in prison, thy 
mind is not at rest because of them (dhd nnii "]nyn px). Messiah 
will reply, Patriarchs, all that I have done, I have done only for 
your sakes and for your chfldren, and for your honour and theirs, 
so that they may enjoy the felicity which ^d has destined to give 
them in abundance. Then they reply, May thy mind be appeased, 
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for thou hast appeased (nnjn) the mind of thy Creator and our 
mind ’ (Pesikta R. 163 a). It is probably true when S.B. say 
*Aber nur Israels Siinde slihnt der Messias. Der Godanke, dass 
der Messias die Siinde der. Welt, also auch die der NichtisraeUten, 
tragt (John i. 29), b^egnet uns nirgends in der altrabbinischen 
Literatur.’ ^ For though in one of the quotations from Pesikta R. 
some of the phrases sounded very universalistic, the prevailing 
idea was that expressed in a final passage from the Pesikta (not 
fully given here), where God says to the Messiah, ‘ Do not fear the 
nations who roar against thee like a lion, for they shall die by the 
breath of thy lips * (Isaiah xi. 4). (Pesikta R. 163 a.) The con- 
ception of the Messiah’s atoning pains, which in Isaiah hii. were 
intended for the nations (as I still believe), became limited to Israel. 
I should add that Moore does not think that the passages about 
the sufiering Messiah in Pesikta R. must be regarded as in any 
respect the product of genuine Rabbinic thought. ‘ The work is 
late, and it is not certain that the Messianic homilies were originally 
a part of it. To take its testimony for authentic Rabbinic Judaism 
would be like taking that of a Carolingian author for primitive 
Christianity. Moreover, the passage in question is palpably an 
appropriation of Christian doctrine for a Jewish Messiah.’ (The 
" passage ’ means, I take it, all the passages I have quoted from the 
Pesikta R.) (Moore, Judaism, i. p. 551.) 

xxi. For the special purpose of this book I have little to say 
about any verse in this chapter. Faith has been dealt with before. 
But though really outside the plan of my book, I cannot refrain 
from quoting the curious parallel, if we can legitimately call it so, 
to 18-22, because of the strange story in which the ‘ parallel ’ is 
contained. There was a Rabbi called R. Yose of Yodkart of whom, 
imder certain special circumstances, another Rabbi said, ‘ How 
should a man who had no pity for his son or his daughter have any 
for me ? ’ The Talmud then proceeds to relate how he wished for 
the death of both his son and his daughter, and how that wish 
(as I understand the tale) was immediately granted. The story 
about the son is as follows : * One day R. Yose of Yodkart had 

^ ‘ The Messiah atones for Israel’s sin only. That the Messiah carries the sin 
of the whole world, including, therefore, the sin of the Gentiles, is an idea which 
we nowhere meet with in the old Rabbinic literature.* 
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employed some labourers in the field. It became dark before K. 
Yose brought them something to eat. The labourers therefore 
complained to E. Yose’s son that they were hungry. A fig-tree 
happened to be in the neighbourhood, so the son of R. Yose turned 
to that tree sa5dng, Fig-tree, fig-tree! bring forth thy fruit, in 
order that the labourers of my father may eat. The tree immedi- 
ately brought forth fruit, and the labourers ate. In the meantime 
his father (R. Yose) arrived and, addressing the labourers, said. 
Do not bear me a grudge, the reason I came late is because I 
was occupied by a matter of charity, and it is only now that I 
was able to come. They replied : May the Merciful satisfy thy 
hunger as thy son has satisfied ours. Said R. Yose, What 
do you mean by that ? They told him what had happened, 
whereupon R. Yose said. My son 1 Thou hast troubled thy Creator 
to make the fig-tree yield fruit before its time, so mayest thou be 
gathered in before thy time ’ (Taanith 24 a ; Dr. Malter’s transla- 
tion, pp. 177 fin., 178). 

xxii. 2. The parallels to this parable are so curious that one 
at least ought perhaps to be given here : more will be found in 
S.B. In Sabbath 153 a (cp. Ecclesiastes R. on ix. 8 fin.) we read : 
‘ R. Eliezer said. Repent a day before your death. His disciples 
asked him, Does a man know on what day he will die ? He replied. 
All the more let him repent to-day ; perhaps he will die to-morrow ; 
then he will pass all his days in repentance. R. Yochanan b. 
Zakkai told a parable. A king invited his servants to a banquet, 
but did not fix for them a time. The clever ones among them 
adorned themselves and sat at the entrance of the palace ; for they 
said, Can anything be wanting in the king’s house ? {i.e. He has 
heaps of stores and food, so the banquet might begin quite soon). 
The foolish ones went on to their work, for they said. How can 
there be a banquet without preparation ? Suddenly the king 
asked for his servants. The clever ones came before him adorned, 
the foolish ones entered all dirty as they were. The king rejoiced 
over the clever ones : he was angry with the foolish ones, and said, 
They who adorned themselves for the banquet, let them sit and 
eat and drink. The others can stand and look on. R. Meir’s 
son-in-law said in R. Meir’s name : Then the dirty ones would look 
like serving -men : rather (the king must have said), Let all sit 
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down, but let the clean servants eat and drink, while the dirty ones 
shall hunger and thirst.’ 


14. I need not add here anything to what has been said in earlier 
passages (e.gr. p. 207) about Eabbinic particularism and universalism, 
and how they compare with the teaching of Jesus. On the whole, 
the gloomy pessimism of xxii. 14, or of vii. 13, 14, seems to me less 
characteristic of the Eabbis than of Jesus — if indeed these utterances 
reflect his real opinion. Somehow, I find it less objectionable if a 
teacher, in the heat of his enmity with the ‘ nations,’ sends them 
to perdition, than if another teacher in cold blood, and as a portion 
of his regular teaching, declares that the large majority of the human 
race are doomed to ruin and hell. 


21. The ‘ parallels ’ given to this famous verse in S.B. are not 
in point. I wonder that they do not quote the well-known utterance 
of Samuel, the third -century Eabbi, ^ Dina de-malchiUa dina,* 
* the Law of the (gentile) kingdom (or authority) is the Law,’ i.c. 
is obligatory upon Jews, for it became so regularly accepted. On 
the whole, it would seem to mean something on the same lines as 
the saying of Jesus. Obey the authority, when religion is not at 
stake. A passage quoted by Moore is very interesting. Enlarging on 
the verse in Ecclesiastes (viii. 2) about ‘ keeping the King’s com- 
mands,’ a Eabbinic author remarks : ‘ God said to Israel, I adjure 
you that if the government imposes on you harsh decrees, you shall 
not rebel against it, whatever it decrees. But if it decrees that you 
shall nullify the Law and the commandments and the Sabbath, do 
not listen to it, but say to it, I will keep the king’s command in 
everything necessary to you, [but not further, for] it then is not 
[merely] stopping you from the commandments, but making you 
deny (nssntr) God.’ The example of Hananiah and his friends 
must be followed (Dan. ii. i3-“i8), who said to Nebuchadnezzar, 
‘ Whatever you impose on us, levy of produce or tolls 

(|•»DD) or poll tax (ni’»^:i^U), we will obey you, but to deny God we 
not obey you ’ (Tanchuma B., Noah, xv. 20 a ; Moore n. p. 116). 

23-33. S.B. say that the words of Jesus in 30 would have been 
opposed to the current views of his age. (‘ Diese Worte diirften 
den landlauflgen Anschauungen zur Zeit Jesu durchaus wider- 



312 RABBINIC LITERATURE AND GOSPEL TEACHINGS 


sprochen haben.’) They base this opinion on two grounds, (i) 
Direct evidence from the Rabbinic literature that in the life of the 
resurrection people would ^ marry and be given in marriage ’ and 
would beget and bear children. But the evidence, as they have to 
admit, is very dubious, and may only refer to the life of the Messianic 
era. (2) There is a familiar passage from Berachoth 17 a, according 
to which Rab (who died about a.d. 250) said, ‘ In the world to come 
there is no eating and drinking, or procreation and child-bearing, 
or trade and business, or enmity and strife, but the righteous 
sit with crowns on their head and enjoy the radiance of the 
Shechinah.’ This passage, however, S.B. interpret to refer to the 
intermediate state between death and the resurrection, and not to 
the life after resurrection. In the intermediate state the soul lives 
without the body. That this is so is proved, they think, by a passage 
from the small tractate Kalla Rabathi. But even if this be correct, 
there would seem to be other passages, some of them quoted by S.B. 
themselves, in which non-marrying and non-procreation are referred 
to, and in which the term ‘ the world to come ’ seems used quite 
generally, and not to refer specifically to the intermediate state. 
It is more probable, Mr. Loewe thinks, that, both in Jesus’s time as 
in Rab’s time, there was a grosser popular view according to which 
the life of the resurrection would be thoroughly material, and assimi- 
lated, except for its duration and joy, to our own, and another more 
refined view which is represented by the sayings of Jesus and of Rab. 
(So far as eating and drinking are concerned, cp. Moore i. p. 405. 
The Rabbis constantly quote Psalm 1 . 12, 13 for the purpose of show- 
ing that, as Moore says, ‘ there is in heaven no eating or drinking.’ 

* If Moses, while he was on the sacred mountain for forty days, 
neither ate nor drank, how much less is there eating and d rinkin g 
before God ? That is what the words in Psalm 1 . 12 imply ’ (Pesikta 

57 b).) 


34-40. In this important section there are several different 
points in regard to which parallels (or contrasts) can be sought, 
(i) We may ask how far was the Deuteronomic command to love 
God made much of, and spoken much about, in the Rabbinic litera- 
ture and by the Rabbis. (2) Similarly, we may ask the same question 
as regards the love of our neighbour. Was Leviticus xix. 18 made 
much of, and much spoken about, by the Rabbis ? (3) We may 
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ask whether there are parallels to this bringing together of the two 
commands to love God and to love man in Rabbinic literature. 
(4) We may ask whether ‘ neighbour ’ to Jesus meant something 
different from, and wider than, what it meant to any Rabbi. And, 
lastly (5), we can ask whether there are any good parallels in Rab- 
binic literature to dividing up the commandments into greater and 
lesser, or of distinguishing any two, or any one, as the greatest of all. 

As regards (i) it may safely be asserted that love towards God 
was deeply felt by the Rabbis. It cannot be denied that the im- 
pression left upon the impartial reader of Rabbinic literature is that 
the Rabbis had a passionate devotion to their divine Master. In this 
matter they are certainly not wanting, and they have nothing to learn 
from Jesus or from anybody else. Nor should we lay too much stress 
upon the mere number of times in which love to God is actually 
spoken of. The Jesus of the Synoptic Gospels never speaks of love 
to God except in this single passage (we might add Luke xi. 42). 
Yet we should, I think, all allow that the general impression of his 
teaching is that love to God formed an integral part of it, and 
that he laid great stress upon that love. Nevertheless, except in 
this one passage, and then only in this quotation from Deuteronomy, 
he never directly inculcates such love. Yet even if we do not bear 
this caution much in mind, the Rabbis would have nothing to fear. 
Here, at least, there can be no contrast made between that attitude 
of man towards Gk)d which Jesus thought best and highest and the 
attitude which the Rabbis thought best and highest. In both 
cases it was ‘ love.* To serve God from love was the purest and 
best form of service. So definitely declare the Rabbis. The best 
and most beloved Pharisee is he who serves God from love. (Jer. 
Berachoth ix. § 7, 14 b.) It is usually maintained that Abraham 
served God from love. Job from fear, but it is also sometimes allowed 
that Job also served him from love, and in more than one interesting 
passage fear and love are intermixed. Thus it is said that there is 
a fear which is based on love. R. Meir said. In both Job’s and 
Abraham’s case it is said that they feared Gk)d, and in both cases 
they feared through love. Yet R. Simeon b. Eleazar held that he 
who serves from love is greater than he who serves from fear. In 
all these cases the fanciful proofs from Scripture are, to our taste, 
much inferior to the statements themselves. They are so verbal 
and strained. But these proofs are in accordance with the custom 
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of the Babbis. For instance, in Exodus xx. 6, God is said to show 
mercy W alafim (plural) to the thousands of those who love him, 
whereas in Deut. vii. 9 God is said to show mercy to those who 
love him and keep his commandments, Velefdor, to the thousandth 
generation. Those who keep his commandments are supposed to 
be equivalent to those who fear him, and the singular in Velef dor 
is contrasted with the plural in W alafim. The combination of 
fear and love is also taught in the famous saying which we find 
both in Jer. Sotah v. 7, 20 c, and in Jer. Berachoth ix. § 7, 14 b. 
(S.B. n. 112.) It has already been quoted on p. 228: ‘Act from love, 
for if thou wouldst hate, know that thou shouldest love, and he 
who loves, does not hate ; act from fear, for if thou wouldst despise, 
know that nobody who fears, despises.’ The meaning seems to 
be clearer in the Sotah passage which is preceded by the two quota- 
tions about loving God (Deut. vi. 5) and fearing him (Deut. vi. 13). 
The love of God will prevent you from hating and despising any man. 
‘ A man fears his neighbour, and if the latter worries him, he leaves 
him and goes away, but do thou act from love, for there is no fear 
where there is love, and no love where there is fear, except in our 
relation to God ’ (Sifre 73 a). (This translation, though involving 
an unparalleled use of the Hebrew word middah, is followed by S.B. 
and Moore, ii. p. 99, and Dr. Biichler informs me that he believes 
it to be correct. No other rendering makes sense.) ‘ Love God 
with all thy heart, i,e, with both thy inclinations (both the Yetzers ) ; 
with all thy heart, i,e, thy heart must be undivided (in its devotion 
to God) ; with all thy soul ( = life) ; even if he take away thy life, 
as it is said, For thy sake are we killed all the day. With all thy 
soul : to thy last breath.’ Then, punning on the sound of the word 
‘ Melody it is said ; ‘ With whatever measure he metes out to thee, 
good or evil, must thou love him ’ (Sifre 73 a, already used on 
Matt. X. 28 and on the Sermon on the Mount, p. 31). These phrases 
are repeated with variations again and again. They are even found 
in the legal Mishnah (Berachoth ix. 5). ‘ You must bless God 

(like Job) for the bad as well as for the good,’ and then follows 
what has just been quoted about loving him with both the Yetzers, 
You must bless him even if he takes your life. You must bless 
him with all your substance, and with whatever measure he metes 
out to you. Over and over again are these passages, and such as 
these, repeated. So too do we find the story of Akiba’s martyrdom 
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repeated. Famous is the sa)ring, ‘ Do not learn Torah for the sake 
of becoming rich or to be called Rabbi, or to acquire a reward : 
whatever you do, let it only be from love (i.e. of God) ’ (Sifre 80 a 
ad init.). The disinterestedness of love is realized. Thus (Sukkah 

49 b fin,) we find this ; ‘ The Torah [that is practised and studied] 

for its own sake (lishmah) is a law of love ; the law [that is practised 
and studied] not for its own sake is a law without love.’ The finest 
thing about the love of God which I have read is, perhaps, a passage 
in the Midrash to the Psalms, end of Psalm ix. (46 a). (S.B. do not 

seem to have it.) The heading to Psalm ix. in R.V. reads, ‘ To the 
Chief Musician : set to MiUh-labben,^ What is MiUh-lahben ? Pun- 
ning on the words, the Midrash says : ‘ Perhaps it means concerning 
the death of the righteous,” the sons of the living God, who gave 
their souls to death for the Unity of the Name. Yet are they not 
like to dead people, but to sick people, as Solomon says, I am sick 
of love. (Canticles v. 8.) What does sick mean here ? Not sickness 
of head or of bowels, but sickness from love of God. And not 
mere sickness, but even al mut, unto death, as it says. They love 
thee almuth (Canticles i. 3), They love thee unto death, and as it says, 
For thy sake are we killed all the day (Psalm xliv. 23). There 
is no nation in the world, who, if God said. Go down into the sea, 
would go down into the sea, except Israel, which gives its life for 
its God. David said. Up to how far does the son love the Father ? 

50 far that he gives his life for the father’s honour. So Shadrach, 
Meshach, and Abednego were ready to give their lives, not on con- 
dition of being saved, but with the intention of being burnt, and 
why ? Because love is stronger than death. See how far the 
son loves the Father.’ I have already quoted most of this passage 
in another connection (p. 232). 

We may then legitimately say that the student of Rabbinic 
literature has nothing to learn from the Gospels about the love of 
God. Here Jesus has nothing new to teach. As regards the love 
of man, or the love of one’s neighbour (question 2), and the meaning 
of the word neighbour (question 4), see notes on Matthew v. 43. 
Then as to question 3. Here the matter is complicated. Dr. 
Abrahams says : ‘ It does not seem that in any extant Rabbinic 
text, outside the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, the Shema 
and the love of one’s neighbour are associated ’ {Studies i. p. 28). 
(In the Testaments an associaftion occurs in Isaachar v. 2, vii. 5 ; 
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Dan. y. 3.) But as we find the combination in the Didache, and 
as the Didache is predominantly Jewish, there seems a good deal of 
force in Kohler’s arguments that the combination was well known 
even as far back as the age of Jesus, and that in a lost Jewish manual 
for the instruction of proselytes, we should have found it even as 
we find it in the Didache. (Op. Kohler in his articles “ Didache ” and 
“Didascalia” in J.E,y and also in his article on “Die Nachstenliebe 
im Judentum” in Festschrift zu H. Cohens siebzigsten Gdmrtstage 
(Jvdaica) 1912, and also Klein (G.), Der dUeste Christliche Katechis- 
mus und die Jiidische Propaganda-Literatur, 1909.) The question 
is not susceptible of proof, and is not of very much importance. 
It is certain that there would have been nothing surprising to a 
Jewish ear in the collocation. Even Luke, who is not by any means 
a wholly unprejudiced historian as regards Jews and Pharisees, 
has no objection to the collocation being made, not by Jesus, but 
by the Rabbi. He would not have allowed this had he thought that 
the collocation was a new and original feature in the teaching of 
Jesus. (C 7 p. my note ad he.) 

Lastly, comes the question of distinguishing between more 
important and less important commands, and of reducing the many 
commands of the Law to a few fundamental ones. What S.B. say 
in these matters should be supplemented by Dr. Abrahams’ chapter 
on the ‘greatest command’ in Studies, i. pp. 18-29, ^7 Kohler’s 
essay, and by the other authorities quoted or alluded to by Abra- 
hams. S.B. are not, in this particular point, adequate by themselves. 
The Rabbis, we may say, were familiar with the distinction between 
ceremonial and moral commands, and on the whole they regarded 
the ‘ moral ’ as more important and more fundamental than the 
‘ ceremonial.’ In this respect they would, to a considerable extent, 
have agreed with Jesus. Yet they would not entirely have agreed 
with him. Nor was it possible to do so, for men who, like them, 
took the Law as it stands as the perfect gift of God, and regarded 
the obligation to fulfil it in its entirety as binding upon every 
Israelite. Moreover, we must remember that to them the fulfil- 
ment of the Law was a privilege and an honour ; a joy as well 
as a duty. Again, on certain ritual ordinances they laid, for 
various reasons, not all of which we can fully appreciate and 
understand, the most tremendous stress. Again, there was 
some tendency to distinguish ‘ h^vy ’ and ‘ light ’ commands 
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according to certain punishments or threats which happen to 
be attached to their infraction in the Codes. Nevertheless, on 
the whole, the ‘ heavy * commands are the moral commands. The 
* heaviest ’ (apart from circumcision) are commands such as the 
prohibition of unchastity, idolatry or murder, the honouring of 
parents, the Sanctification of the Name. The distinction between 
‘ light ’ and ‘ heavy ’ commands was well known, and is constantly 
mentioned and discussed. The ‘ heavy * commands are usually the 
moral commands. Another line of difference, however, between light 
and heavy was ease and difficulty of fulfilment. This difference 
would to som^ extent coalesce with the difference between moral 
and ceremonial, but not entirely. Circumcision, for instance, was 
not regarded as easy of fulfilment, as it involved a certain risk to 
life. Nor was it considered that the lightest commands were re- 
warded least and the heaviest most. There were two strands m the 
Rabbinic teaching. One was frankly eudaemonistic : it did not 
say: ‘Act thus for the sake of the reward,^ but it did stress the 
reward. The other strain was opposed to this first one, urging that 
all fulfilment of the law should be from love, or for its own sake, 
or from sheer obedience. (All these three tend to run together and 
coalesce.) But when reward was spoken of, it was noted that, so 
far as the rewards of fulfilment took place upon earth, the Law did 
not differentiate much between one law and another. In a famous 
passage in Kiddushin (39 b) it is specially noted that the reward 
assigned to one of the most important of all commands (honouring 
of parents) and to the lightest of all commands (Deut. xxii. 7) is 
precisely the same. (See above, p. 37.) R. Jacob argues that the 
reward always refers to the life to come. (He quotes a case where 
in one and the same act both commands were fulfilled, and the son, 
so far from prolonging his days upon earth, died on the spot.) 

Though the commands could be divided into light and heavy, 
and though the practical good sense, and the right religious feeling, 
of the Rabbis made them realize well the supereminent position 
of such negative commands as idolatry, murder, unchastity, and 
such positive commands as the Sanctification of the Name and the 
veneration of parents, yet the obligation of obedience to every 
command was equally binding. There were, as we have seen, non- 
moral commands on which they laid tremendous stress, such as 
circumcision, or the Sabbath, and, again, there were moral commands 
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over and above those that have been mentioned on which they felt 
no less deeply. Slander, for example, and putting another man to 
open shame, were held to be terrible sins ; and as regards positive 
commands, there is the famous and constantly quoted passage in 
the Mishnah of Peah (i. i) as to the special place of charity (doing 
of loving deeds), making peace between man and man, and (once 
more) the reverence of parents, while the study of the Law is said 
to be as important as all of them together. Not only were all the 
commandments equally binding, but for the observance of each 
command there would be a reward. There is, as I have said, in 
Babbinic teaching a complete blending and mingling together of 
the two points of view. On the one hand you are to act from love, 
for the law’s own sake, lishmah\ on the other hand you may, 
and even ought to, remember that to every fulfilment God will 
assign its reward, whether in this world or the next. The state- 
ments made on the subject of reward are by no means consistent : 
they range from a denial of any reward in this world to an assertion 
that even the lightest command has its reward in both worlds. The 
sentence in Aboth (ii. i), ‘ Be heedful of a light precept as of a grave 
one, for thou knowest not the grant of reward for each precept ’ is 
well known. It was often quoted. Hence it was suggested that in 
the Pentateuch God had deliberately not assigned definite rewards 
to particular commands so that men might not be only assiduous to 
fulfil those commands to which the biggest rewards were attached. 
(About all this see Abrahams’ essay in Studies, especially pp. 26, 27.) 
The Rabbis are perfectly frank and naive in the whole matter, but 
if they are sincere about reward, they are no less sincere in their 
insistence on ‘ all for love,’ ‘ all for its own sake,’ ‘ all lishmah' 
They are, in truth, always sincere, simple, and in undress. One 
Rabbi declared that the law of fringes weighed as heavily as all 
the other commandments. This was said sincerely, and yet, doubt- 
less, half playfully. It was said sincerely, because the Rabbi felt 
that by looking upon the fringes a man might be helped to remember 
all his other duties to God and do them. (* Sight leads to remem- 
brance, remembrance to doing.’ Cp, the words in Numbers xv. 
39, 40.) ^ On the other hand, only a few sentences later (Menachoth 

^ In Bfidrash Psalms on zo. (18) R. Hezekiah remarks that in Numbers zt. 39 
the singular (Him) is used, not the plural (them, ».e. fringes). * When they shall 
be to yon for fringes, then you shall see Him ( ins) and remember His commands.* 
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43 b and 44 a), we are told ‘ there is no light command in the Law 
for which there is no reward in this world ; the reward in the next 
world cannot be measured ’ (we know it not). The fringes law is 
then cited as an instance of such a light law, and its reward in 
this world is illustrated by a strange and touching story, illustra- 
tive of how a Rabbi could be both discerning and broad-minded. 
(It is a story which ends with a happy marriage between a re- 
pentant Jew and a repentant Gentile, who became a prosel3d;e to 
Judaism.) ^ 

Thus we are always brought back, it seems to me, to the same 
conclusion. The Pentateuch was both an inspiration and a bondage. 
The Rabbis took all its greatness and absorbed it. They took also 
some of its weakness and absorbed it. For by the terms of their 
faith they could not distinguish between one verse and another. 
All was the utterance, and every command embodied the will and 
purpose, of the perfect God, perfect in wisdom, perfect in righteous- 
ness, perfect in lovingkindness. Yet the Rabbis struggle (un- 
consciously) in their chains and against their limitations, for all 
these distinctions between light and heavy conunands, all this 
insistence on ‘ for its own sake,’ ‘ all for love,’ all this special stress 
on * moral * commands such as chastity and love of neighbour and 
so on, are extra-Pentateuchal ; they are read into the text, and 
are not to be found in the text. They are rather due to the Prophets 
than to the Law, and may most properly be assigned to the credit 
of the Rabbis themselves. Jesus was less fettered than they were : 
the Law meant to him much less than it meant to them ; he was 
much less saturated with it than they : ' the Prophets were dearer 
to him than the Law, even though, theoretically, he (like Paul) held 
that the whole Law was God-given and inspired. 

The Rabbis were also able — and it speaks volumes for their 
high moral sense, when one remembers their chains — ^to reduce the 
many commandments to a few fundamental ones. We have first 
of all Hillel’s famous saying, ‘ What is hateful to you, do not to 
thy neighbour. This is the whole Law ; the rest is commentary,’ 
concerning which something has been said on Matt. v. 43. In 
the Aboth R. Nathan it is called the Principle, or Substance, of the 
Law. The word Kelal is also used by Aldba and Ben Azzai in their 

* The story is also found in Sifre 35 b, and is given in Midrash Sifre on 
Numbers translated by the Rev. P. P. Levertoff (S.P.C.K., 1926), pp. iii, 112. 
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famous aphorisms. As Dr. Abrahams says, they meant by Kdal 
* a general or basic command from which all the other commands 
could be deduced. They were not discriminating between the im- 
portance or unimportance of laws so much as between their funda- 
mental or derivative character ’ (Studies^ i. p. 24). ‘ R. Akiba said 
that “ Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself was the great 
(or chief, or greatest) general principle in the Law ; Ben Azzai 
said, “ This is the book of the generations of man ” is a greater 
principle than the other.’ Dr. Abrahams says, ‘ There is no differ- 
ence between these Tannaim on the question itself : love of one’s 
fellow-man is fundamental, but while Akiba derives the conclusion 
from Leviticus xix. 18, Ben Azzai points back to the story of the 
Creation, to the book of the generations of man^ as the basis of the 
solidarity of the human race, and the obligation that accrues to 
every man to love his fellow. Akiba himself elsewhere traces the 
same duty to another phrase in the Grenesis story (Mishnah Aboth 
iii. 18, in Taylor ni. 21) : “ Beloved is man in that he was created 
in the image of Grod ” (Genesis ix. 6 ; cf the quotation from Genesis 
Rabbah above). As Taylor remarks on this last passage in the 
Mishnah {Sayings of the Jewish FatherSy ed. 2, p. 56) : “Man is 
beloved by ^d in whose image or likeness he was created ; and 
he should be beloved by his fellow-men as a consequence of this 
love towards God himself ” * {Stvdiesy i. p. 20). Of this passage, 
too, more has been said in the note on Matt. v. 43. S.B. also quote 
Bar Kappara, who said, ‘ Which is the little sentence (or the very 
small section) on which all the main matters (principles, or divisions) 
of the Law depend ? It is (Prov. iii. 6) : In all thy ways acknow- 
ledge him, and he will direct (or make level) thy paths (Berachoth 
63 a).* Here it may be noticed that the verb used corresponds exactly 
with the verb in Matt. xxii. 40. In the middle of the third century 
R. Simlai told how David, Isaiah, Micah, Amos, and Habakkuk 
reduced the commandments of the Law from 613 to eleven, six, 
three, two, and one. Dr. Abrahams translates the passage as follows : 

‘ Six hundred and thirteen precepts were imparted to Moses, three 
hundred and sixty-five negative (in correspondence with the days 
of the solar year) and two hundred and forty-eight positive (in 
correspondence with the number of a man’s limbs). David came 
and established them (lit. made them stands based themy p^Dyn) 
as eleven, as it is written (Ps. xv.) : Lord, who shall sojourn in 
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thy tent, who shall dwell in thy holy mountain ? (i.) He that walketh 
uprightly, and (ii.) worketh righteousness, and (iii.) speaketh the 
truth in his heart, (iv.) He that back-biteth not with his tongue, 
(v.) nor doeth evil to his neighbour, (vi.) nor taketh up a reproach 
against another ; (vii.) in whose eyes a reprobate is despised, (viii.) 
but who honoureth them that fear the Lord, (ix.) He that sweareth 
to his own hurt, and changeth not ; (x.) he that putteth not out 
his money to usury, (xi.) nor taketh a bribe against the innocent. 
He that doeth these things shall never be moved. Thus David 
reduced the Law to eleven principles. Then Isaiah came and 
established them as six (xxxiii. 15) : (i.) He that walketh in righteous- 
ness and (ii.) speaketh uprightly ; (iii.) he that despiseth the gain 
of deceits, (iv.) that shaketh his hands from holding of bribes, (v.) 
that stoppeth his ears from hearing of blood, and (vi.) shutteth his 
eyes from looking upon evil. Then came Micah and established 
them as three (Micah vi. 8) : What doth the Lord require of thee 
but (i.) to do justice, (ii.) to love mercy, and (iii.) to walk humbly 
with thy God ? Once more Isaiah established them as two (Is. Ivi. 
l): Thus saith the Lord : (i.) Keep ye judgment, and (ii.) do righteous- 
ness. Then came Amos and established them as one (Amos v. 4) : 
Thus saith the Lord, Seek ye me, and ye shall live, or (as R. Nachman 
b. Isaac preferred) : Habakkuk came and made the whole Law 
stand on one fundamental idea (Habakkuk ii. 4) : The righteous 
man liveth by his faith ’ {Studies, i, 23). In the parallel in Tanchuma 
B. X., Shofetim, 16 b, Amos is said to have ‘ established ’ them as two 
— ‘ seek me (i) and live (2) ’ — ^while Habakkuk reduced them to 
one. For other variants and many interesting remarks and notes 
see Bacher, Agada der paldstinenischen Amorder, Vol. i. pp. 557- 
559. The attempt of S.B. iii. p. 543 to prove that R. Simlai 
meant to disparage the value of Habakkuk’s praise of faith must 
be regarded as a failure. Its polemical intention is fairly obvious. 
Rashi’s remarks upon Rabbi Simlai’s utterance cannot justly be 
used to substantiate S.B.’s opinion. 

Thus, on the whole, we may say that the famous reply of Jesus 
(or of the scribe, as Luke has it) is in general accordance with 
Rabbinic opinion. It is not off the line, even though it may be 
added with Dr. Abrahams : ‘ We may suppose, however, that 
just as there were scruples in later ages (Chagigah ii b), so not 
everyone in the age of Jesus was willing to admit these gradations. 

Y 
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. . , The questioner of Jesus desired an opinion as to whether 
Jesus did or did not share this fear of reducing the Law to funda- 
mental rules ’ (p. 27). When all is said, however, it remains true 
that no simple, orthodox Rabbinic Jew of, say, the third century, 
if he had read or been told the Gospel story (without names !), 
would have protested, or thought that he was being told anything 
very novel or very extravagant. 

xxiii. It would be outside the scope and purpose of this book 
to deal with the subject-matter of 1-36. It may, however, be 
mentioned that many of the sins which are attacked by Jesus in 
this section are also attacked by the Rabbis. It is obvious that some 
of these sins would be common to the ministers and clergymen and 
teachers of every age or religion. Among all such classes there 
would, for example, always be some persons who preach and do not 
practise. The Jewish objection to the attack in the section 1-36 
is that the condemnation is not based on the exceptions, on the 
black sheep, but on the class as a whole, as if either all the Rabbis 
of the age of Jesus were hypocrites and vipers, or as if all Rabbis 
were necessarily hypocrites and vipers. That there were black sheep 
among the Rabbis of the first century would be freely conceded, and 
it is possible (though not certain) that the percentage of the black 
sheep was higher in the first century than afterwards. If it be once 
allowed (i) that it was unfair on the part of Jesus to tar all Rabbis, 
or all the Rabbis of his age, with the same brush, or (2) that he really 
did not do this, or (3) that he did not mean to do this, and that it 
is the fault of Matthew the ‘ editor,’ the whole dispute would be 
at an end. 

3. Both here and in some of the other verses S.B. have given 
the parallels very fairly. There are many Rabbinic sayings to the 
effect that ‘ he who learns, but does not do, had better never have 
been bom.’ ‘ He who learns, and does not do, will be more severely 
punished than he who neither learns nor does.* ‘ The interior of a 
Rabbi or of a disciple of the wise must correspond with his exterior ; 
he is no true disciple of the wise, or no true Rabbi, where the former 
does not agree with the latter.’ And the doing must be lishmah, 
for the sake of the commands ; if not, it were better that such a 
disciple or Rabbi had never been bom ’ (Leviticus Rabba, Bechuk- 
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kotfiai, XXXV. 7 on xxvi. 3 ; Berachoth 17 a). One might add the 
passage from Yoma 72 b quoted on p. 118. 


4. As to the heavy burdens there are, as S.B. show, some 

indications that the many Rabbinical additions or fences to the 
written Law were occasionally criticized adversely by the Rabbis 
themselves. One Rabbi said, ‘ Do not make the fence too high lest 
it fall and injure the plants ’ (Gen. R., xix. 3 on iii. 2). 

There is a very interesting passage which, with variants, occurs in 
both Talmuds as to certain Rabbinic ordinances. R. Joshua, who 
was always on the ‘ liberal ’ side, compared the matter to pouring 
water into a jar which is full of oil ; the oil runs over to waste. 
(Jer. Sabbath i. 3 c.) Or (as the Babylonian Talmud has it), as if, in 
a trough full of honey, you add pomegranates and nuts — ^the honey 
will exude. (Sabbath 153 b.) The sin of making the Law burdensome 
for others and evading it oneseK is also alluded to by the Rabbis. 
Some of them specially say that they always took the severer line with 
themselves ; their decisions and interpretations were less rigorous for 
others than for themselves {e.g. Berachot 22 a; Jer. Berachot i. 2 , 
3 a). And one of the many explanations given in the Gemara of the 
‘ sly rogue ’ mentioned in the Mishnah Sotah iii. 4 is the man who 
makes the Law easy for himself and hard for others (interprets on 
the easy side for himself, on the rigorous side for others). (Jer. Sotah 
iii. 3, 19 a ; Sotah 21 b.) All this doubtless shows that some of the 
sins of which Jesus here speaks were actual sins among actual bad 
Rabbis, but there is no good evidence that the percentage of bad 
Rabbis to the whole body of Rabbis was very high. A pretty story 
(S.B. II. p. 12) is told of R. Meir, who, against the view of other 
Rabbis of his day, allowed wine and oil to be mixed together on 
the Sabbath, and rubbed into or on to the sick. When he was 
ill, and his disciples wanted to do this, he would not allow it, and 
when his disciples demurred, and quoted his own ruling, he said : 
‘ If I have ruled for others in the more easy way, I decide for myself 
in the harder way, for my colleagues did not agree with me in this 
my ruling ’ (Jer. Berachoth i. § 2, 3 a). 

5. Here again the good Rabbis, the real representatives of 
Rabbinic Judaism, the typical products of legalism, took the same 
view as Jesus. S.B.’s quotations are fair, and could be added to. 



324 RABBINIC LITERATURE AND GOSPEL TEACHINGS 


It is rather stiff of S.B. to argue from these Rabbinic injunctions 
against some particular sin that therefore this sin must have been 
very prevalent, because otherwise these injunctions would not have 
been made. Were the injunctions of the Sermon on the Mount only 
made because of prevalent sins ? Surely ideals of morality are not 
stated and enjoined merely because of prevalent sins. But S.B. 
are pulled both ways. On the one hand, they are too honest not to 
give the Rabbinic injunctions which are closely parallel to the 
injunctions of Jesus ; on the other hand, as every passage attributed 
to Jesus must be authentic, and as every word in these passages 
must be perfect, and therefore justifiable and accurate, they are 
driven to show by every possible argument, good, bad, and indifferent, 
that all the charges against the Rabbis in xxiii. were entirely true 
and exact. We observe in S.B. a similar phenomenon to what we 
observe m the Rabbis. The written word is both an inspiration and 
a burden. With the Rabbis it is the Pentateuch ; with S.B. it is 
the text of the Gospels. 

Already Hillel (Aboth i. 13) had said, ‘ He who makes a worldly 
use of the crown of the Torah shall waste away.’ And cp. the passages 
about R. Tarphon and R. Zadok quoted on p. 225. In the enumera- 
tion of the seven kinds of Pharisees as given at the end of Jer. Bera- 
choth, the first class is explained to be those who carry the com- 
mandments ‘ on the shoulder,’ which is supposed to mean those 
who observe the commands in an ostentatious manner. Thus 
ostentatious piety is one of the inferior or spurious kinds of 
Pharisaism which the Talmud repudiates or condemns. 

8. For this verse the passages in Nedarim 62 a and Sifre 80 a 
{init.) may also be used. Similar is the passage in Sifre 84 b, 
‘ Perhaps you might say, I will learn Torah so that I may be caUed 
wise, or sit in the College, or gain long days in the world to come ; 
therefore it says. Thou shalt love the Lord your Gk)d ’ (i.e. the 
learning must be only done from love). 

II, 12. As to the ideas in these verses something has been 
said already in earlier notes. There can, I think, be little doubt 
that there was a considerable class consciousness among the Rabbis, 
a considerable pride in their profession, or rather a considerable 
pride in learning. This pride was quite consistent with individual 
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humiKty. Tremendous respect was paid to the Rabbi with acknow- 
ledged reputation and position. The story about Gamaliel, which 
has already been quoted, is quite enough to prove this. To ‘ wait 
on ’ the older and more learned and full-fledged Rabbi was a duty 
of the disciples. Did not R. Akiba say that he who does not wait 
on the wise is worthy of death ? (Derech Eretz Zuta viii., kH 
^*>•>11 X' 0 '’ 3 n.) Yet the idea that ‘ he who is greatest among 

you shall be your servant ’ was, I think, a novel one. A society 
in which the leaders should literally be servants is, however, very 
difficult of realization, and, in spite of the words and injunctions 
of Jesus, has seldom been realized. The abbot and the prior were 
scarcely the mere servants of any monastery, and even the attempt 
of St. Francis in this respect soon failed. Still, the ideal is a fine 
one, and in the sense that the object or purpose of a leader is to 
serve unselfishly those whom he leads, it can be, and has been, 
fulfiUed. 

6 Se fjLeil^wv vfjLiov earai vjjlcov SiaKovos, Further reflection leads 
me to believe that, in a somewhat different form and manner, the 
Rabbis were also anxious that the community should come first, 
and that its needs should be adequately looked after. They did 
not say anything as notable and pregnant as os av OeXrj iv vfuv 
€lvai TTpwTos, €(TTaL vfiojv SovXos, but they did, I think, feel that 
the leaders of a community were under a grave responsibility to 
serve it well, and that even sacred study should not, by any means, 
invariably dispense a man from giving up part of his time to its 
affairs. 

To begin with, the whole community of Israel, which is reflected 
in, or represented by, each distinct community in any separate 
locality, was much more important (as they believed) in the eyes 
of God than any individual Israelite. They never abandoned the 
‘ collective ’ point of view of the O.T., even though they had also 
adopted and intensified the later individualism. The community 
of Israel forms a sort of real, if mystical, personality. It is because 
the community is known to, and beloved by, God that God knows 
and loves each individual which composes it. (The quotations 
which follow are all taken from Ziegler, Die sittliche WeU de$ Jvden- 
tumSy II. pp. 332-340.) ‘ The sacrifices of the community (m^y) 
are acceptable to God, and make atonement between Israel and 
its Father in heaven ’ (Tosefta Shekalim i. § 6, p. 174). ‘ Moses 
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said to God, I am one and Israel is six hundred thousand. Often 
have they sinned, and I have prayed for them, and thou hast for- 
given them : thou hast had regard for the six hundred thousand, 
wilt thou not have regard to me ? God replied. The doom (niT;i) 
of a community cannot be compared with the doom of an individual ’ 
(Tanchuma Vaelchanan 4 b). ‘ God does not reject the prayer 

of the multitude ’ (Sifre 51 a.) ‘ In an acceptable time ’ 

(Ps. Ixix. 14). ‘ When is that ? When the community prays.’ 

(Berachoth 8 a.) ‘ Get thee down ’ (Exodus xxxii. 7). ‘ What does 
this mean ? R. Eleazar said, God spake to Moses, Get you down 
from your greatness : I gave you greatness only because of Israel ; 
now that Israel has sinned, what art thou to me ? ’ (Berachoth 32 a.) 

Hence the Israelite’s duty is to be one with the community ; 
never to live in isolation from it, to promote its unity, to share 
its joys and its sorrows, to serve it and help it according to his 
power. ‘ Israel will only then be redeemed when it forms one single 
band (m:it<) : when all are united, they will receive the presence of 
the Shechinah (Tanchuma B. iv., Nitzabim 25 a ; Tanchuma Nitzabim 
25 b). Therefore, Hillel said, Separate not thyself from the com- 
munity ’ (Aboth ii. 5). So too Samuel said, ‘ Let not a man ever 
betake himself outside of the whole body ’ (exclude himself from the 
community) ]D 'iDVy m mx ^«). (Berachoth 49 b 

ad Jin,) ‘ The Rabbis teach : When Israel is in trouble, and one 
among them separates himself, the two angels of the Service who 
accompany a man, lay their hands on his head, and say. This man 
who has separated himself from the community, shall not see its 
consolation. And it is taught : If the community is in trouble, 
a man must not say, I will go to my house and eat and drink, and 
peace shall be with thee, 0 my soul. But a man must share in the 
trouble of the community, even as Moses did. He who shares in 
its troubles is worthy to see its consolation ’ (Taanith ii a). It is 
the Israelite’s duty to occupy himself with, and to give time to, 
the affairs of the community. ‘ When R. Assi was djdng, his nephew 
saw him weeping. He said. Why do you weep ? Is there any bit 
of the Law which you have not learnt ? Your disciples sit before 
you. Is there any deed of lovingkindness which you have not done ? 
And over and above all these qualities, you have kept yourself far 
from the judge’s office, and you have not brought it over yourself 
to be appointed as an official for the needs of the community. He 
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replied, That is why I weep. Perhaps I shall have to give an account 
(i,e. be condemned) because I was able to be a judge and did not 
judge. A man who retires to his house, and says. What have I to 
concern myself with the burden of the community, or with their 
suits, why should I listen to their voice ; peace to thee, 0 my soul 
— such a one destroys the world ’ (Tanchuma Mishpatim, 91 a). 
‘ He who sacrifices himself (iDVj; "IDID) for Israel is worthy of 
greatness and the Holy Spirit. (Numbers E. Beha-cdotecha, xv. 20 
on xi. 16.) R. Jeremiah said. He who occupies himself with the 
affairs of the community is as one who studies the Law ’ (Jer. 
Berachoth iv. § i, 8 d). ‘ R. Yochanan said that one may make 

provision for (cun ]'’np£D) saving of life and 

for helping the community on the Sabbath, and one may go to the 
synagogue to deal with the affairs of the many on the Sabbath, 
and R. Jonathan said that one may visit theatres and circuses 
and basilica on the Sabbath to deal with the affairs of the community. 
For it says in Isaiah “ thine own business ” — ^that is forbidden, 
business of heaven is allowed.’ Thus the affairs of the community 
are regarded as ‘ business of heaven ’ (Sabbath 150 a). ‘ R. Judah 
said, I once walked behind R. Akiba and R. Eleazar b. Azariah, 
and the time came for saying the Shema, and it seemed to me that 
they forbore (v^K'>ny^) to say it because they were engaged on 
affairs of the community ’ (Tosefta Berachoth i. § 4, p. i). For a 
sin which a man has committed, and for which he deserves death 
from the hand of God, what can he do so as to live ? If he is learned, 
it is suggested that he study two pages of Bible and Talmud a 
day, instead of one, and if he be not learned, let him become an 
officer of the community or a superintendent of the poor. (Lev. R., 
□'’tmp, XXV. I init. on xix. 23.) And all work for the community, 
all office-bearing, must be done for the sake of God (□''Dt!^ DtS^S). 
(Aboth ii. 2.) ‘ He who receives office (rTvntr) in order to profit 
from it is like an adulterer, who gets his pleasure from a woman’s 
body ’ (Pesikta E. in a). ‘ When leaders of the community are 
found to be trustworthy, then they are worthy to pray for rain 
and to be answered ’ (Jer. Taanith i. § 4, 64 b). ‘ So long as a man 
is only a simple Chaber, he is not bound to the community (he 
need not concern himseff with its affairs), and he is not punished 
for its sins, but when he is appointed to a post and receives the 
Talith of investiture, then he must not say, I am only concerned 
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with my own good, I am not bound to the community. On the 
contrary. All the burden of the community is upon him. If he 
sees a man doing wrong to his neighbour, or committing a sin, and 
he does not stop him, he shall be punished for his neglect ; the 
Holy Spirit says to him, You are responsible for your neighbour ; 
God says to him. You have entered the arena, and he who enters 
the arena must either be conquered or conquer. God says to him, * 
You and I stand in the arena : either you conquer or I conquer 
you ’ (Exodus E., Jethro, xxvii. 9 on xviii. i). ‘ When the small 
obey the great, but the great do not carry the burden of the small, 
God will come to judgment ’ (Euth E. Introd. § 6 on i. 2). One 
of the three people about whom God weeps is the officer 
who is haughty (n^Cincn) towards the community. (Chagigah 5 b.) 

‘ God says, I am called holy, you are called holy ; if you have not 
all the qualities (nn^n) which I have, you should not accept 
leadership (mi'wT). (Pesikta E. iii a ad fin.) Moses said to God, 
when he asked God to pardon the people of Israel, If thou pardon 
them not, I should feel ashamed before my fathers, who would 
say. See the leader whom God has set over them ; he seeks 

greatness for himself ; he does not ask mercy for them ’ (alluding 
to God’s suggestion in Exodus xxxii. 10). (Berachoth 32 a.) 

It would appear from these quotations as if the spirit which 
informs the great saying of Jesus, ‘ He who would be great among 
you, let him be your servant,’ was not really alien or unknown to 
the Eabbis. 

12. That humility is one of the greatest of the virtues was also 
taught by the Eabbis, and for the saying in 12 there are exact 
parallels — all variants of the general statement : ‘ him who humbles 
himself God will exalt, him who exalts himself God will humble ’ 
(Erubin 13 b). Especially would he who exalts himself through the 
Law be abased and cast down, while he who abases himself for the 
sake of the Law shall be exalted. (Aboth E. Nathan xi. 23 b.) 
The whole passage of which S.B. give only this one sentence is worth 
quoting. ‘ Let not a man put a crown on his own head ; let others 
put it there. E. Akiba said. He who exalts himself because of the 
Law is like a dead body thrown on the road : every passer-by puts 
his hand to his nose and runs away. Ben Azzai said : If a man 
makes himself ugly for the Torah’s sake, and eats dried dates, and 
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wears dirty clothes, and sits and watches at the doors of the wise, 
the passer-by calls him a fool, but at the end all the Torah will 
be with him.’ (Cp, Berachoth 63 b with Levy’s Rahbinic Dictionary 
under ^ 3 :, p. 327, col. 2.) ‘ He who walks with an erect carriage 
even a distance of four cubits is as though he pushed against the 
feet of the Shechinah ’ (Berachoth 43 h Jin.). There are a number of 
familiar sayings about haughtiness in Sotah 4 b and 5 a. ‘ The 
haughty man (he in whom is mn niD:i) is as if he practised idolatry ; 
he is as if he denied God (np'^yn ; he is as if he committed 
every forbidden sexual act (ninyn h 2 hy Let a man learn 

from the action of his Maker, who passed by all the tall mountains, 
and let his Shechinah rest on Mount Sinai, and he passed by all the 
beautiful trees, and let his Shechinah rest on a thorn bush. He who 
is haughty deserves to be hewn down like an idol. Over the haughty 
the Shechinah laments. God says : the haughty man and I cannot 
live together in the world. Him who is humble the Scripture regards 
as if he had offered all the offerings of the Law ’ (Sotah 5 b. Cp. 
Aboth V. 22). Among the forty-eight qualities by which the Torah 
is acquired, we find ‘ humility,’ and ‘ claiming no merit for oneself,’ 
but also ‘ waiting on the wise ’ and ‘ faith in the wise ’ (Aboth 
vi. 6). The utmost humility, on the one hand, but the utmost 
respect for superior knowledge, on the other, seem both of them to 
be Kabbinic ideals. I cannot forbear adding here a nice quotation 
which ought to have been given on the discussion about Learning 
and Doing. ‘ Rabbi Elazar said, what was the blessing which Moses 
said over the Law ? It was : Blessed art thou, 0 Lord our God, 
who hast chosen this Law, and sanctified it, and hast pleasure in 
those who follow (Uterally, do) it. He did not say, In those who 
toil in it or in those who meditate on it, but in those who do it. A 
man may say, I have learnt neither wisdom nor the Law (Torah), 
what am I to do ? God replies. All wisdom and all Torah is one 
easy thing : every one who fears me and does the words of the Law 
(Torah), he has all wisdom and the whole Torah in his heart ’ (Deut. 
R. Berachah xi.^6). 

13. The sin of hypocrisy is as much condemned by the Rabbis 
as by Jesus. The noun and the verb chanufa and chanaf can mean, 
however, both flattery as well as hypocrisy, and must sometimes be 
translated by the one and sometimes by the other. ‘ The hypocrite 
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brings God’s wrath upon the world.’ ‘The hypocrite will fall 
into hell.’ These, and other sentences of similar kind, come from 
Sotah 41 b. ‘Four classes of men never receive the face of the 
Shechinah : mockers, hypocrites, liars, and slanderers ’ (Sotah 42 a). 
And so on. {Cp, Yoma 86 b, quoted on p. 119 init) 

15. The story of Jewish proselytism is of deep interest ; it has 
never been told with complete impartiality and accuracy and in 
adequate detail, but the plan of this book precludes my entering 
upon the fascinating subject here. 

23, 26. The charge is one which doubtless was true for certain 
bad Rabbis of the first century. It is one which is familiar to us 
as levied against all institutional religions, which lay stress upon 
any outward forms. In all such religions, there will be formalists 
who stress the ‘ outward ’ and neglect the ‘ inward.’ To tithe 
cummin is, after all, easier than to show love. It is noteworthy 
that Jesus is made to say, ‘ though not to leave the others undone.’ 
One wonders whether he would really have said that. Amos and 
Isaiah would not. But, then, they had not before them a written 
book which ex hypoihesi was Mosaic, perfect and divine. The Law 
had come ‘ in between.’ And Jesus would not, theoretically, have 
denied that the Law was Mosaic, perfect and divine, however much 
his true heart was with Amos and Hosea rather than with the 
ceremonial Law. The Rabbis could hardly be expected to take a 
line similar to that of Jesus. To them, even to the ‘ good ’ Rabbis, 
though justice and love were of enormous and sovereign importance, 
yet tithing was a matter of very great importance too. One reason 
for this, Mr. Loewe holds, was that there was no legal sanction to 
enforce the payment of tithes, etc. ; this was a matter of honour. 
If a man evaded tax-paying, he was soon made to suffer, but if he 
evaded tithes, he did so with impunity, and others (priests, levites, 
or the poor) suffered. Hence this was an offence against honour, 
like cheating at cards. Thus the law of tithing was carried out 
with extraordinary scrupulosity, and the animus against the Am 
Tia-Aretz and the dislike of eating with him were largely due to 
the suspicion under which he laboured of being inexact and care- 
less as regards the law of tithing. It may be remarked that S.B. 
state that tithing did not, however extend to mint, though it did 
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include ‘ anise and cummin/ As to the distinction between light 
and heavy, that has been spoken about before. The Rabbis would 
certainly have agreed that justice, fidelity, mercy, are all ‘ heavy ’ 
commands, but they would not have allowed that tithing was ‘ light.’ 

xxiv. One can read in S.B. much interesting illustrative Rab- 
binic material in relation to this chapter, but for my purpose there 
is nothing in the chapter to which either parallel or contrast need 
be given. 

XXV. I. For the Rabbinic parallels to the parable of the Virgins 
see xxii. 2. (For a possibly truer explanation of the parable see 
Prof. Burkitt’s article in April 1929, pp. 267-270. He thinks 

that the fuller reading of verse one, now found in the old Latin 
version, viz. ‘ to meet the bridegroom and the bride^ is the original 
and right reading.) 

14-30. The parable of the talents. S.B. do not give, and I have 
not found, a parable or teaching of precisely similar character in the 
Rabbinic literature, that is, if the parable means that ‘ the gifts and 
favours which God has given are to be used in his service ; they are, 
as it were, to be given back to God with increase ; they who so act 
will also themselves reap their reward.’ The parable thus inter- 
preted would not, however, be off the Rabbinic line. If it merely 
means that ‘ man’s powers are to be used ; they are not to be 
neglected or allowed to rust ; inaction spells loss ; he who does not 
go forward, goes back,’ then see idii. 12. 

Mr. Loewe has called my attention to a parable in Yalkut on 
Dent. vi. 4, § 837, folio 292 a. The story seems confused, and the 
text in disorder. There is a King who has two servants, one who 
fears and loves the King, one who only fears him. The King goes 
away, and apparently leaves his palace and estate to these two 
servants to deal with. The one who only fears the King does nothing, 
and the gardens and groimds become waste and desolate : the one 
who loves the King plants trees and flowers and fruits. When the 
King returns, he is pleased with the one servant and angry with the 
other. The point, however, of the parable is the difference of the 
reward of the servant who loves from the reward of the servant who 
only fears. He who loves God will enjoys both this world and the 
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future world. Israel loves his Father who is in Heaven, and will 
inherit the world to come. The idolater has this world only. 

21. The passage quoted by S.B. is rather nice. (Tanchuma 
Shmioth 6i b and Exodus Rabba ii., Va-era on iii. i.) ‘ God does not 
give greatness to a man till he has proved him in a small matter : 
only then he promotes him to a great post. Two were proved and 
found faithful, and God promoted them to greatness. He tested 
David with the sheep . . . and God said, Thou wast found faithful 
with the sheep, I will give to thee my sheep that thou shouldst 
feed them. And so with Moses, who fed his father-in-law’s sheep. 
To him God said the same ’ {cj>, on Matt, xviii. 12). 

31-46. I am not interested in giving the various Rabbinic 
views about heaven and hell, or about the length and degree of 
punishment after death. The curious in such matters can now 
read the immense excursuses dealing with the subject in S.B. Vol. 
iv. The opinions of the Rabbis belong as much to the limbo of the 
past as the opinions of Jesus upon the same topics. The life after 
death is a hope, a yearning, a faith : its nature was disclosed 
neither to Jesus nor to the Rabbis. All that modern Jews are 
concerned with is in disbelieving any doctrine of ‘ eternal punish- 
ment ’ or ‘ everlasting fire ’ ; any doctrine of hell, or of after- 
death punishment, in fact, the purpose of which is not remedial 
and disciplinary ; ‘ Gehenna ’ must lead to ‘ Paradise.’ The views 
of Jesus about hell seem to have been no better and no worse 
than those of his contemporaries. There is no satisfactory evidence 
that he would have rejected, or that he did reject, the doctrine 
of eternal punishment any more than they did. The arguments 
which play with the words alwvios seem to me very feeble. I feel 
pretty confident that eternal life meant to Jesus what it means to 
any unsophisticated man to-day : a life which goes on or endures 
for ever. So, too, eternal punishment meant a punishment which 
goes on or endures for ever. 

On the other hand, that few Israelites were supposed to remain 
for ever in hell seems probable. Even of those who perished with 
Korah, the arch rebel, it is said in one place that they will return 
from hell. ‘ R. Judah b. Bathera said. They will have a share in 
the world to come : for what is lost will, at the last, be sought for.’ 
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(A play upon, and a combination of, the two verses Numbers xvi. 
33 and Psalms cxix. 176.) ‘ So too did Hannah pray for them, as it 
is said. The Lord casts down to Sheol ( = Hell) and brings up again ’ 
(Numbers R., Korahy xviii. 13). In general one may say that the 
Rabbinic views about the future life, about heaven and hell, about 
the last judgment, about temporary Gehennas and permanent 
Gehennas, about annihilation and endless ‘ punishment,’ are very 
fluid. One can collect a mass of sayings and utterances from a 
heap of different Rabbis. There are few dogmatic and authoritative 
statements. The two chief dogmatic ones ought, perhaps, to be 
quoted here, well known and familiar as they are. The first is in 
Rosh ha-Shanah 16 b. On account of the importance of the passage, 
I have not translated it myself, but asked Mr. Loewe to do so for 
me, and he has added some footnotes. ‘ We have learnt in a Baraita 
(Tosefta Sanhedrin xiii. 3, p. 434) : The School of Shammai say, On 
the day of judgment there will be three classes, one consisting of the 
perfectly righteous, one of the perfectly wicked, and one of the inter- 
mediates. The first are straightway inscribed and sealed for perfect 
life, and the third are hkewise straightway sealed for Gehinnom,^ 
as it is said. And many of them that sleep in the dust of the 
earth shall awake, some to everlasting life and some to shame 
and everlasting contempt (Daniel xii. 2). The intermediate descend 
to Gehinnom and cry out, as it is said, And I will bring the third 
part through the fire and will refine them as silver is refined, and 
will try them as gold is tried : they shall call on my name, and 
I will hear them ; I will say. It is my people : and they shall say. 
The Lord is my God (Zech. xiii. 9), and of them Hannah said, 
The Lord it is that slays and quickens; though he bring down 
to Sheol, he raises up (i Sam. ii. 6). Beth Hillel taught : 
Abundant in lovingkindness (Ex. xxxiv. 6) means that he in- 
clines towards the direction of lovingkindness. About them 
David said, I love the Lord because he has heard the voice of 
my supplications (Ps. cxvi. i) : with reference to these intermediates 
also did David compose the whole section, I was brought low and 
he helped me (16. 6). Those Jews and those Gentiles who 
sin with their bodies descend to Gehinnom and are judged there 
for twelve months. After twelve months their bodies are wasted 

^ I have left Gehinnom nntranslated, because of its double sense of ‘ heU * 
and ‘ purgatory.’ 
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away, their breath (soul) is burnt ; the wind scatters them 
under the feet of the righteous, as it is said, And ye shall tread 
down the wicked : for they shall be ashes under the soles of 
your feet in the day that I shall do [this], says the Lord of Hosts 
(Mai. iii. 21). But the Minim, the Informers,^ the Atheists, who 
repudiate the Law and deny the resurrection, and who separate 
themselves from the ways of the congregation,^ and who (for their 
own purposes) cause panic in the land of the living, and who cause 
the multitude to sin, e.g. Jeroboam, son of Nebat, and his fellows, 
these descend to Gehinnom, and are judged there for generation 
after generation, as it says. And they shall go forth, and look upon 
the carcases of the men that have transgressed against me : for 
their worm shall not die, neither shall their fire be quenched, and 
they shall be an abhorring unto all flesh (Isaiah, last verse). 
Gehinnom shall come to an end, but they shall not come to an end, 
as it says And their beauty shall consume ^ the grave, from being 
their dwelling ^ (Ps. xlix. 15). Why all this ? Because they put forth 
their hand against the dwelling (of God), as it says )h (lS = 

his, i,e, God’s), his dwelling (not their dwelling). For Zebhul 
is used of the sanctuary, as Solomon said, I have indeed built for 
thee a dwelling (Zebhul, 1 Bongs viii. 13). Of them Hannah says, 
As for the Lord, his adversaries shall be broken into pieces 
(i Sam. ii. 10). R. Isaac b. Abin said, And their faces shall be 
likened to the bottom of a pot. Raba said. These are some of 
the fops of Mahoza ® who are termed (nicknamed) hell’s sons. Mar 
said, Beth Hillel says. He is abundant in lovingkindness, Le, He 
inclines in the direction of lovingkindness. But [how do they 
reconcile this with what follows when] it says, I will bring the third 
part into the fire ? Well, that refers to the Israelites who sin 
with their bodies. Israelites who sin with their bodies ! But 
you just said that there was no “ straightening ” at all possible for 

^ Those who denounoe to the (Roman) Government in time of persecution — 
dekUores, 

* Rashi says that ' congregation ’ is a wrong reading, as all the above-named 

* separated themselves from the congregation ’ : read ' Israel,* ».e. ' who abandon 

Jewish life.* , 

* As the verb is being discussed, it looks as though the Talmud read niypS 
(Piel of n^D), not {Kcd of nSn, or Piel) ; see Oxford Lexicon, s,v. nSa. 

* I think the point lies in the * away from,* * apart from,* their dwelling. 

^ A town on the Tigris of which the inhabitants were noted for luxury. Lit, 

* the beautiful among the beautiful of Mahoza.* 
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these. (See Ecclesiastes i. 15, vii. 30.) [Yes], but that referred 
to those whose sins were [far and away] more than their virtues ; 
here we are speaking of the intermediates (literally, those who 
possess half merits and half sins) : even if these are in the category 
of Israelites who sin with their bodies, they must inevitably be in 
the category of, “ And the third will I bring into the fire ” (i.c. they 
must ultimately be healed of sin). But even if they are not, then 
“Abundant in lovingkindness” applies to them, and about them 
David said, I loved the Lord, etc. (Ps. cxvi. ad init.), Eaba 
expounded this verse thus: What does I loved, etc., mean? 
The congregation of Israel said to God : Sovereign of the universe ! 
When am I beloved to Thee ? When thou hearest my supplica- 
tions. It continues : Though I be made poor (brought low), yet 
he will save me, that means, though I be poor in Mitzvoth, to 
me is it fitting to be saved. Who are the Israelites who sin 
with their bodies ? Rab says, The head that is not clad with 
tejillin. Who are the Gentiles who sin with their bodies ? Raba 
says. Those who sin with transgression [i,e, probably those who 
co mmi t incest]. Who are those who spread panic in the land of 
the living ? Rab Chisda says this refers to the apx^^twvdywyos (head 
of the synagogue), who puts great fear into his congregation, but 
not for the name of heaven. R. Judah says no man who does this 
will see his son a scholar, as it says. Men do therefore fear him, 
but he shall not see any that are wise of heart (Job xxxvii. 24). 
Beth Hillel say, Abundant in lovingkindness, i.e, inclining towards 
lovingkindness. How does God act ? R. Eliezer says. He treads 
it (i.e. the pan of the virtues in the balance) down, as it says, He 
will once again have mercy on us and tread down our sins 
(Micah vii. 19). R. Yose b. Chanina said. He lifts up (the pan with 
sms), as it says. He lifts up (pardons) sin and transgression. In 
the school of Ishmael it was taught. He causes the sins to pass 
away one by one from first to last : this is his attribute. Raba 
says. But the sm itself is not wiped away, for if there are many 
other sins, he reckons them with it (i.e. and then the man comes 
under class three, i.e. he is perfectly wicked).^ Raba said, Whoso- 

^ There are at least two ways of taking the difficult phrase 
According to Kashi it means ^ he does not allow sin to accumulate/ ».e. he 
pardons the first sin as it arises. The phrase can also be interpreted * causing 
sin after sin to pass away in due order.’ It is so taken by Gaster in his translation 
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ever overlooks his attributes (i.e. does not stand upon his rights 
when others sin against him), all his sins are overlooked, as it says 
(Ex. xxxiv. 7), He forgives sin and overlooks transgression. For 
whom does he forgive sin ? For him who overlooks transgression 
(by others).’ 

The other passage is the even more familiar one in the Mishnah 
of Sanhedrin xi. i, some of which has been quoted before on p. 
245 : ‘ All Israel will have a share in the world to come. [The 
Biblical proof is Isaiah lx. 21, ‘‘ They shall all be righteous.”] The 
following have no share in the world to come. He who says the 
resurrection of the dead is not indicated in the Law, he who says 
the Law is not from heaven (i.e. divine), and the Epikouros. E. 
Akiba said : Also he who reads the alien books (D'':iV'»n DnSD), 
and he who whispers over a wound, and says the words of Exodus 
xvi. 26 ; Abba Saul said, He too who pronounces the Divine Name 
(Yahweh) out loud. Three kings and four private persons have no 
share in the world to come. The three kings are Jeroboam, Ahab, 
and Manasseh. E. Judah said, Manasseh has a portion in the 
world to come. (2 Ch. xxxiii. 13.) The four private persons are 
Balaam, Doeg, Achitophel, and Gehazi.’ It has been suggested 
that Balaam stands for Jesus. This is disputed. (For the whole 
passage cp, the interesting article in Hastings’ Encyclopaedia of 
Religion and Ethics, ‘ Salvation, Jewish,’ by the Eev. Morris 
Joseph, Vol. XI. pp. 142, 143.) It is pretty clear that Eabbis, 
when inveighing against particular offences {e,g, reading external, 
alien, heretical books, such as the Gospels), were wont to say. He 
who does so and so, will have no share in the life to come. Such 
statements must not be taken too seriously. Who the Epikouros 
is meant to be is doubtful. In the Gemara (99 b) two Eabbis say 
that he is a man who mocks at a disciple of the wise. Two others 
say it is one who mocks at his neighbour in the presence of a disciple 
of the wise. As an example of the mocking of the Eabbis and their 
disciples the words are given : ‘ What use are the Eabbis for us ? 


of bn. (Book of Prayer . . . according tothe , , * Spanish and Portu- 

guest Jews, Atonement, Vol. i. p. 28, line 3 of English, London, 1904.) Davis and 
Adler (p. 89, Service of the Synagogue, Atonement, Vol. n., London, 1906) have 
* causing them [the sins] to pass away one by one.’ The phrase pv is also 

difficult and would suggest " sin ’ as opposed to * punishment.’ This would be 
the natural antithesis, but the context precludes it. 
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They study for themselves and learn for themselves ’ : a rather 
pregnant and significant criticism. 

On the whole, we may hold that the majority of Rabbis believed 
that far the greater number of hell’s tenants would be the heathen, 
for (i) they were idolaters, and idolatry is sin, and (2) they were 
usually the enemies of Israel, and therefore the enemies of God. 
Nevertheless, we know that the famous R. Joshua taught that the 
‘ righteous of all nations ’ would inherit the life to come (Sanhedrin 
105 a), and that this teaching gradually became the accepted doctrine 
of orthodox Judaism. Repentance was conceived as possible for a 
Gentile no less than for a Jew. It was a power or a grace against 
which no sin of any man, whether Jew or Gentile, was a bar. ‘ God 
says. My hands are stretched out towards the penitent : I reject 
no creature who gives me his heart in penitence. Therefore it says. 
Peace, peace to the far and to the near. To all who draw near 
to me, I draw near, and I heal them’ (Midrash Psalms on cxx. 
ad jin.). The word for ‘ creature ’ is beriyyah, and it is fair to say that 
wherever the word beriyyah is used, the human being generally is 
meant, and not merely the Israelite. Perhaps the finest and most 
‘ universalist ’ passage in the Rabbinical literature is the following. 
It is made up of several older parallel passages, the existence of 
which increases its significance and import. The ninth verse of 
Psalm ix. runs : ‘ He shall rule the world with righteousness, and 
judge the peoples with uprightness.’ The Midrash asks; ‘What 
is. With uprightness ? R. Alexander says, With the uprightness 
in them. [This perhaps means either (i) according to the upright 
persons who have so far appeared among them, i.e. giving them the 
vicarious benefit of the righteousness of these particular persons, 
or (2) according to the righteousness which they possess, i.e, if any 
one of them has any good deed to show, or manifests any desire to 
repent.] (He judges them) through (the uprightness of) Rahab, 
Jethro, and Ruth. How ? God says to [a man who belongs to the] 
peoples of the world [i.e, to a heathen] : Why did you not draw 
nigh to me ? He answers. Because I was a thorough scoundrel, 
and I was ashamed. God replies. Were you worse than Rahab, 
who dwelt in the house upon the town wall, and she received robbers 
and practised immorality ? And did she not draw near to me, and 
did I not receive her, and did I not cause to descend from her 
prophets and righteous men ? Or were you worse than Jethro, 
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who was priest to an idol : and when he came nigh to me, did I 
not receive him, and cause to descend from him prophets and 
righteous men ? And when Ruth the Moabitess came to me, did 
I not receive her, and cause kings to be descended from her ? 
Again, R. Levi said, God judges the peoples with uprightness. He 
judges them by night, when they sleep [and cease from] their iniqui- 
ties ; for by day they commit unchastity, and they rob and oppress : 
therefore God judges them by night when they are asleep — for then 
they cease from their sins — ^so that there may be for them a rising 
up in the world (to come). Why ? Because all are his creatures 
and the work of his hands. Where is the potter who seeks that his 
vessels should be broken ? Therefore he judges them in the night 
that they may stand firm in the world to come.’ (Pesikta Rabbathi 
167 b. Cp. Midrash Psalms on ix. 9, Jer. Rosh ha-Shanah 57 a and 
the Yalkut on Psalm ix. 9 ; Bacher, Agada der jpaldstinenischen 
Amorder, i. p. 198 ; n. p. 324.) One grand point in the utterances 
of Jesus in Matt. xxv. is their purely ethical tests for heaven and 
hell. In that respect they were far better than the tests of the 
later Church which included creed as much as deed, or made creed 
even more important than deed, and better than the tests of many 
of the Rabbis who sent the heathen to hell just because they were 
not Israel, or because they were Israel’s foes. Yet the Synagogue 
became more purely ethical in its tests for all men sooner than the 
Church. 

The valuable and interesting portion of the section consists in 
the noble verses 34-40. They are not made the less noble because 
of the fine parallels in the old Egyptian and other literatures. Some 
of these parallels are conveniently given in Klostermann, ed. 2, 
p. 205 ad jin. Because S.B. give no Rabbinic parallels, it must not 
be supposed that 34-40 are off the Jewish or Rabbinic line. That 
is not so. On the contrary. The sentiment is thoroughly Jewish, 
though the particular form in which it is cast remains peculiar to 
the Gospel. To begin with, the six good deeds described are all 
characteristic ‘ Rabbinic ’ good deeds. All six are well-known 
features or examples of Gemihdh Chesadim, the doing of loving- 
kindnesses : (a) Feeding the hungry ; (6) giving drink to the thirsty ; 
(c) hospitality ; (d) clothing the naked ; (e) visiting the sick ; (/) 
visiting (and redeeming) the prisoners. But, in the second place, 
the passage may be compared with the Rabbinic doctrine of the 
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Imitation of God. As God is merciful, so should man be merciful, 
and so on. And this imitation of the divine attributes is th^ right 
imitation of God. In Dr. Abrahams’ two essays, ‘ Man’s forgiveness ’ 
{Studies, I.), and in ‘ The Imitation of God ’ {Studies, ii.), all the 
salient passages are given. No one surely who looks at my book 
will not possess his book (it would be as if one bought a footstool, 
but did not possess a chair), and it seems rather absurd to quote 
them all over again. Thus : ‘ Eabbi Chama b. E. Chanina said : 
What means the Biblical command : Walk ye after the Lord your 
God ? (Deut. xiii. 4.) Is it possible for a man to walk after the 
Shechinah ? Is it not previously said : The Lord thy God is a 
consuming fire ? (Deut. iv. 24.) But the meaning is : Walk after 
the attributes of the Holy One. As he clothed the naked — Adam 
and Eve in the Garden (Genesis iii.) — so do thou clothe the naked ; 
as the Holy One visited the sick (appearing unto Abraham when he 
was ailing, Genesis xviii.), so do thou tend the sick ; as the Holy 
One comforted the mourners (consoling Isaac after the demise of 
his father, Genesis xxv.), so do thou comfort the mourners ; as the 
Holy One buried the dead (interring Moses in the valley, Deut. 
xxxiv.), so do thou bury the dead ’ (Sotah 14 a. The passage has 
already been used on p. 105). ‘As God is merciful and gracious, 
so be thou merciful and gracious ’ (Sabbath 133 b, and often. 
Cj). on Matt. v. 45). Moreover, as the Gospel passage speaks of 
service rendered to the King-Messiah by service rendered to man, or 
rather to the Christian brotherhood, so the Eabbis speak of God 
receiving strength and satisfaction by men’s righteousness. ‘ God 
is exalted when the Israelites observe justice.’ ‘ When Israel does 
God’s will, the Power (i.e. God’s power) is strengthened ; when 
Israel disobeys, the Power is weakened ’ (Deut. Eabba v., Shofetim, 
on xvi. 18, end ; Lamentations Eabba on i. 6). {Studies, n. pp. 180, 
181. Cp. I. p. 154.) Whenever God sought to do the Israelites good, 
they changed their minds and sinned. So they kept on weakening 
God’s power (n^yo inD D*»e^'»nD). (Sifre 136 b jin. ; Moore i. p. 
472.) ‘When Israel does God’s will, they add power (no) to the (divine) 
Might (n"iiD:i) ’ (Pesikta 166 b). Schechter says that the meaning is 
that Israel’s sins ‘ prevent the channels of grace from flowing as 
freely and fully as was intended by God ’ {Some Aspects of Rabbinic 
Theology, p. 239 init.). Eemarkable is the saying, ‘ Happy is he who 
has caused nachat ruach, satisfaction, or quietness, of spirit to his 
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creator ’ (Berachoth 17 a, Studies^ ii. pp. 179, 182). ‘ God created 
the world only in order that men should fear him : God has 
nothing (cares for nothing) in the world except man’s fear of him ’ 
(Sabbath 31 b ; Studies, ii. pp. 154, 182). It is clear that the 
meaning is that the only service — even benefit ! — ^you can render 
God is by worshipping him and by imitating his attributes in 
doing good to your fellowman. I would add one very fine passage 
to those quoted by Dr. Abrahams from Midrash Psalms (c. xviii. 
19, 243 b) : ‘ In the future world man will be asked : What was your 
occupation ? If he reply, I fed the hungry, then they reply. That 
is the gate of the Lord. He who feeds the hungry, let him enter.’ 
So with giving drink to the thirsty, clothing the naked, with 
those who look after orphans, and with those, generally, who do 
deeds of lovingkindness. All these are gates of the Lord, and 
those who do such deeds shall enter within them. We may note 
too the word ‘man.’ It is not, apparently, the Israelite only 
who is asked the question ; it is ‘ man,’ ix, every man, be his race 
and creed what they may. 

xxvii. 60. The late legend about the entombment of R. Akiba 
may conceivably have been partly made up as a sort of Jewish 
makeweight to the entombment of Jesus. When Akiba had died, 
the authorities did not allow his body to be buried ; it was brought 
back into the prison, and a watch kept over it. Elijah went to 
R. Joshua, and said that he (Elijah) was a priest, and that he 
had come to tell him that Akiba was dead, and that his body 
lay in the prison. The two went together to the prison, and they 
found the gates open, and all the guards asleep. Elijah took up the 
body of R. Akiba upon his shoulders. R. Joshua said, ‘ Did you not 
tell me you were a priest ? Is not a priest forbidden to make himself 
unclean with a corpse ? ’ Elijah replied, ‘ Joshua, my son, God for- 
bid ’ on), ‘there is no question of uncleanness in the case of the 

righteous or in the case of their disciples ’ {nh □’'pny:: HNDID 
DIT’T’lD^na). So they journeyed the whole night together till they 
came to Antipatris the reaper. There a cave opens itself before them, 
in which they find a table, a chair, a bench, a bed, and a lamp. They 
put Akiba’s body on the bed, and go away. The lamp kindles itself, 
and the cave closes. Elijah exclaims : ‘ Blessed (happy) are ye 
righteous, and blessed are ye who toil in the Law, and happy axe ye 
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who fear God. A place is kept and stored up and hidden for you in 
Eden for the time to come. Blessed art thou, Akiba, for whom a 
good dwelling has been found in the hour of thy death ’ (Midrash 
Proverbs on ix. 2, 31 a, b). The best part of the legend is the 
admirable saying : ‘ Uncleanness cannot touch the righteous ’ — a 
saying almost worthy to rank with Mark vii. 18. 
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vi. The full notes in Matthew about the Sermon on the Mount 
include some references to the Lucan parallels and variants. 

vii. 36-50. The beauty and nobility of the story, and especially 
of the famous verse 47, are undeniable. It is difficult to say how 
far the spirit of 47 and of the whole story are off the Eabbinic line 
or not. (For one thing, uncertainty still prevails whether the love 
is the result of the pardon or the cause of it, and this uncertainty 
increases the difficulty.) The Rabbis were not unwilling to believe in 
a sudden repentance. And the repentance might be caused by love. 
In a story, to which I have alluded in the section on Matt. xxii. 
34-40, a harlot falls in love with a disciple of a Rabbi who was 
about to have immoral relations with her. She comes to the Rabbi, 
and asks to be received into Judaism. The Rabbi accepts her and 
bids her sin no more. The disciple and she are married and ‘ live 
happily ever after.’ (Such, at least, we may assume to be the 
implied outcome of the story.) In two other stories we are told 
how one singular good action in a lifetime of undistinction, or even 
of sinful occupation, may suffice to make a man worthy to have his 
prayer for rain heard and answered by God. We may, I think, 
say that there is a certain distinction and distinctiveness about 
these two Talmudic stories and the Gospel story. Each one of 
them has a fragrance and a beauty of its own. The Gospel story 
cannot be said to be quite on, or quite off, the Rabbinic line, just 
as the first Rabbinic story (about the harlot) is not quite on, or 
quite off, the Gospel line. It is not in any way to detract from that 
Rabbinic story it we say that the Gospel story, from the beauty of 
its telling, from the genius which seems to breathe through it, from 
the nobility of the saying in 47, is more arresting than the Rabbinic 
story. Yet we may fitly rejoice that we have them both, and that 
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we have both the Gospel manner and the Talmudic manner of 
suggesting that repentance and a sudden change of life are never 
impossible. What we do not get so markedly in the Babbinic 
stories is the effect of the great personality upon the character and 
actions of others. The comparison of Jesus with Hillel is rather inept. 
If eccentric scholars like to argue that Jesus never existed, let them 
do so. There would seem to be almost more reason to believe that he 
never existed than that, though he did exist, he had not an exceptional 
personality, and was not possessed of a singular and, as some of 
the old Greeks might have said, a daimonic influence ; in short, 
that he was not a great religious genius. 

The two stories about rain to which I referred in the previous 
paragraph run as follows. ‘ (In a time of drought) it was revealed 
to the Rabbis in a dream that a certain ass-driver should pray 
that rain might come. So they sent and fetched him. They 
asked him what his trade was, and he replied that he was an 
ass-driver. Then they said. Have you ever done any good deed 
in your life ? (Ass-drivers were not much thought of.) He answered. 
Once I hired my ass to a woman who began to weep on the road. 
I asked her why she wept, and she told me that her husband was 
in prison, and that she wished to sell her chastity to obtain his 
ransom. Then I sold my ass and gave her the price I received, and 
said to her. Take this, free thy husband and sin not. The Rabbis 
said to him. Worthy indeed art thou to pray for us and be answered.’ 
Once, in similar circumstances, it was shown to the Rabbis in a dream 
that Pentekaka (i.e. the man of five sins) should pray for rain. 
‘ Abbahu sent and fetched him . He asked him what his trade was. 
Pentekaka replied. Five sms does this man do daily ; I hire out 
harlots ; I deck the theatres ; I take the harlots’ garments to the 
baths ; I clap and dance before them, and I beat the tympanum 
for their orgies. Abbahu said to him. Have you ever done one good 
deed ? He said. Once I was decking out the theatre when a 
woman came and wept behind one of the pillars. When I asked her 
why she was weeping, she told me that her husband was in prison, 
and that she was going to sell her honour to obtain his ransom. 
So I sold my bed and coverlet, and gave her the price, and said. 
Go, redeem thy husband and sin not. Abbahu said to him. Worthy 
art thou to pray and to be answered ’ (Jer. Taanith i. § 4, 64 b ; S.B. 
n. p. 162). 
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ix. 55. ‘He turned and rebuked them/ To these words we 
must add : ‘ And he said, Ye know not what manner of spirit ye 
are of. For the Son of Man did not come to destroy men’s lives, but 
to save them.’ And we must include also xix. 10: ‘ For the Son of 
man is come to seek and to save that which is lost.’ I seem here to 
be opposed both to current Jewish and current Christian exposition. 
For, as against the latter, the spirit of these words (whether, as 
Hamack thinks, the addition to ix. 55 be genuine and authentic, or 
whether, as many scholars believe, it be not) seems to me in contra- 
diction to fulminations such as ‘ vipers and children of hell,’ or to 
‘ depart into the everlasting fire.’ As against the former, the words 
seem to me not only noble and beautiful, but, upon the whole, 
novel, and not completely to be paralleled, in letter or spirit, from 
Rabbinic sources. Ezekiel xxxiv. 16 is the source, but the words go 
beyond the source. Hillel said, ‘ Be of the disciples of Aaron, loving 
peace and pursuing peace, loving thy fellow-creatures, and drawing 
them near to the Torah ’ (Aboth i. 12). And we have heard Rabbinic 
sayings, such as, ‘ Be of those who are persecuted and not of the 
persecutors: be reviled and revile not.’ Yet the words in Luke seem 
to me to go beyond even these. ‘ The search for the lost ’ is a new 
feature. Nevertheless, I contend that it adds on to, but does not 
conflict with. Biblical and Rabbinic teaching at their purest and 
best. It extends the line ; it would not be fair to say that it is 
off the line, because that might be taken to mean that it is in anta- 
gonism to the line. It is an extension of the Ime, but goes in the same 
direction. 

62. The saying in Aboth iii. g, quoted by S.B., is a fair parallel, 
though not so appealing : ‘ He who is walking by the way and 
studying, and breaks off his study, and says, How fine is that tree, 
how fine is that field, him the Scripture regards as ii he had forfeited 
his life.’ 


X. 29. With regard to the question of the range of the word for 
neighbour in Lev. xix. 18 as interpreted by the Rabbis, something 
has been said in the notes on Matt. v. 43. It is not unnatural that 
Christian scholars are so exceedingly sensitive about the parable of 
the Good Samaritan, and so exceedingly eager to deny any suggestion 
that the Rabbis ever possibly thought that neighbour could include 



IX. 55 , 62, X. 29 


LUKE 


345 


the non-Jew. For as the injunction ‘ Thou shalt love thy neighbour 
as thyself ’ is found in the O.T., and as Jesus quotes it as the 
‘ heaviest ’ or chief commandment of the Law, and as E. Akiba 
did the same, how can the immense superiority of the teaching of 
Jesus over the teaching of the Eabbis be secure, unless to Jesus 
‘ neighbour ’ definitely included non- Jews, while to the Rabbis it 
no less definitely excluded them ? And the only place in which it 
can be shown that to Jesus neighbour included the non-Jew is the 
parable of the Good Samaritan. Hence the contempt with which 
Halevy’s suggestion about the original form of that parable has met 
with from Christian writers. Nevertheless, I am bound to admit 
that Dr. Abrahams (upon, as I think, insufficient grounds) has also 
rejected Halevy’s hypothesis, so I will say no more about it in this 
place. 

If Jesus had really wanted to explain his views that ‘ neighbour ’ 
should be held to include the non-Jew, several curious things emerge, 
(i) Why is there no record of his having done so in Markand Matthew ? 
Both in Mark xii. 28-34 ^ Matt. xxii. 34-40, as well as in the 

Sermon on the Mount, such an explanation would have been very 
much to the point. (2) Again, why does the story fit the question 
so badly ? ‘ Who is my neighbour ? ’ asks the Scribe. The answer 
given by the story should have been : ‘ Your neighbour is the man 
who needs your loving help, be he Jew or non- Jew. ^ Instead of which, 
the story answers the question, ‘ Whose neighbour am I ? ’ The story 
must have existed, therefore, apart from the question, and the con- 
nection of 30-37 with 25-28 by means of 29 must be due to Luke. In 
other words, the story was not said for the first time by Jesus in 
answer to the question in 29. The question in 29 belongs to Luke ; 
not to J esus. And the question in 36 is somewhat awkwardly worded. 
Loisy, who may be quite wrong about the ‘ intention symbolique ’ 
of the whole story, is yet not unjustified when he says, ‘ La gaucherie 
de la combinaison saute aux yeux, et il suffit de rapprocher la 
question du docteur : “ Qui est mon prochain ? ” de celle de J 4 sus : 
“ Lequel des trois a 6te prochain envers la victime des voleurs ? ’’ 
pour en saisir Tartifice. On dit que Jesus, pour dormer plus de 
force k son enseignement, s’abstient de r6ponse th6orique et trans- 
porte la question de la charity sur le terrain pratique. Mais le fait 
est que la question est plutot maladroitement renvers6e : le docteur 
demandait k savoir qui 4 tait son prochain, et J 4 sus lui apprend 
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qu’nn Samaritain charitable pent Stre le prochain d’un autre homme, 
qu’il faut agir comme le Samaritain pour Stre le prochain d’autrui ’ 
(Loisy, Luc, p. 310). 

Nevertheless, taking the text as it stands, we may go so far as to 
say that Luke intends us to turn the parable round, as it were, and 
to apply it to the first question. As, to the Samaritan, neighbour 
meant ‘ the man who needed my help, even though he is a Jew ’ 
(it is another, though often unnoticed, difficulty about the story in 
its present connection that it does not say, ‘ A Jew went down from 
J. to J.,’ but merely, ‘a man went down from J. to J.’), so, to the 
Jew, a neighbour must be he who needs his (the Jew’s) help, even 
though he be a Samaritan. 

How far, then, are there parallels to such teaching in the Eabbinic 
literature ? Dr. Abrahams has a very valuable essay on the Good 
Samaritan in Studies, n. 33-40. He says : 

(i) ‘ The appearance of the Samaritan among the personages 
of the parable is explicable, not only on general grounds, but also 
as a device of moral art. To castigate one’s own community, it 
is sometimes effective to praise those outside it. We have a very 
early instance of it in the Talmud ; the traditions of it are many ; 
it clearly emanates from an age when the Temple still stood. The 
hero of the story is Dama, son of Netinah. (Cp. p. 251.) He was a 
non- Jew, an idolater, dwelling in Askelon ; evidently a man of means, 
and a Trarrip PovXijs. To what limits should a son go in honouring 
his father ? asked the Eabbi. 60 forth and see what a certain 
idolater of Askelon did, is the answer. On one occasion he was 
silent and respectful when his mother publicly insulted him, and on 
another occasion refused to disturb his father, who lay asleep with 
his head on the key of the box containing the gem which the agents 
of the Sanhedrin wished to purchase for the High Priest’s vest- 
ment. Though a very high price was offered, he refused to disturb 
his father, and the sale was not effected. In this way a heathen 
was put forward as the model of love and reverence towards 
parents. This is a Pharisaic parallel to the choice of a Samaritan in 
the Lucan parable ’ (p. 36). He further (2) calls attention to two 
stories in the Eabbinic literature in which Jews act the part of the 
Samaritan. 

(a) ‘ Bar Kappara walked by the shore of the lake at Cesarea. 
He saw a ship sink, and a proconsul (?) came out naked. When he 
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saw him, he went up to him and gave him two sdaim. Then he 
took him to his house, and gave him food and drink and three more 
sdaim, for he said, A great man like you must need them. After 
many days some Jews were imprisoned (i.e. on the instigation of 
the proconsul). They said, who shall go and plead for us ? One 
said to the other. Bar Kappara is much thought of by the Govern- 
ment. He said to them, But do you know that the Government 
does nothing for nothing ? They said to him, Here are 500 denarii. 
Go and appease (the Government) for us. He took them and went to 
the Government. When the proconsul saw him, he got up and 
greeted him, and said to him. Why have you troubled to come 
hither ? He said, To ask you to have pity on those Jews. He said. 
Do you know that a government does not do anything for nothing ? 
He said, I have 500 denarii ; take them and be appeased. He said. 
Let those 500 denmii be kept by you in pledge for the five sdaim, 
and let your people be saved because of the food and drink which 
you gave me, and go home in peace and honour. To him the 
saying in Ecclesiastes xi. i may be applied ’ (Ecclesiastes R. on xi. i). 

(b) Then there is the story or legend of Elazar ben Shammua, 
constructed upon similar lines to those of the former story. He 
too walks by the shore of the sea ; he sees a ship sink ; one man 
only emerges naked. The man meets some Jews, who are going up 
to Jerusalem for a festival. He says that he (a Roman) is of the 
descendants of ‘ Esau, your brother,’ and he asks for some raiment 
to cover his nakedness. But these merciless Jews reply : ‘ May it 
happen to all thy people as to you ! ’ Then he sees R. Elazar. He 
says, ‘ I see you are an old and honourable man, who knows well 
what is due to a fellow-creature, and esteems the honour of his fellow- 
men D'»Dn n« — a characteristic Rabbinic virtue). 

Give me raiment to cover my nakedness.’ R. Elazar takes off one 
of his seven garments and gives it to him, and then he takes him 
home, gives him food and drink, and 200 denarii, and shows him 
much honour. We are then told that after some time the rescued 
Roman is made Emperor. He then issues an order that all Jews 
in that district are to be killed. R. Elazar, as in the previous 
story, is sent to court to ask for pardon, with the needful bribe of 
4000 denarii. When the Emperor sees him, he greets him, and so 
on, as in the other story. When R. Elazar tells him why he has 
come, he says. Is there anything false in your Law ? No, says 
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E. Elazar. Then the Emperor quotes, (i) The Ammonite and 
Moabite shall not be received into the congregation of the Lord 
because they gave you no bread and water, (2) You shall not abhor 
an Edomite because he is your brother. ‘ Am I not a descendant of 
Esau, your brother ? And yet you showed me no lovingkindness. 
They who transgress the Law are worthy of death. Then R. 
Elazar said, Though they are guilty, forgive them and have com- 
passion. The Emperor replied, You know that this Government 
does not do anything for nothing. The Rabbi said, I have four 
thousand denarii ; take them, and have pity. The Emperor replied. 
These four thousand denarii are given back to you because of the 
two hundred denarii which you gave to me, and the district 
shall be spared because of the food and drink which you bestowed 
on me. And go into my treasury, and take seven garments for the 
garment with which you clothed me, and return in peace to your 
nation which I have forgiven for your sake ’ {ih.). 

The stories of Abba Tachna (Studies^ i. p. no) and of Nahum 
of Gimzu (Studies, n. p. 39) would be of great service in our con- 
nection if the leper in the one case, and the poor man in the other, 
were non-Jews. But this is not indicated in the stories. (Ecclesi- 
astes Rabba on ix. 7, Taanith 21 a.) Yet it is interesting that both in 
these stories, as in the parable of the Good Samaritan, no stress is 
laid as to whether the man in trouble is a Jew or a non- Jew, though 
one would have surmised that it would have added greatly to their 
‘ point ’ if, in the Rabbinic stories, it had been specially noted that 
the sufferers were non- Jews, and in the Gospel story it had been 
specially emphasized that he was a Jew. And that a Rabbinic 
story could speak of Jewish help rendered to a suffering Gentile we 
have just seen. Hence we are led to infer that the point of the 
original story of the Good Samaritan (whether the Samaritan be 
an original feature or no), like the point of the Rabbinic stories, 
was to urge the sovereign virtue of lovingkindness. It was not 
told to illustrate and elucidate the question, ‘ Who is my neigh- 
bour ? ’ ; it was not even told to urge that Jews ought to succour 
men of alien race, but it was told and constructed simply to teach 
quite generally the beauty and duty of succouring charity. It was, 
therefore, in all probability, Luke, and not Jesus, who used the 
story for the question which he himself devised. The retort of the 
scribe, if my hypothesis be correct, would not be historic. Again, 
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it may be asked why should the scribe, wishing to show that he was, 
and had been, righteous, ask, ‘ Who is my neighbour ? ’ Does 
he suppose that the reply of Jesus is insufficient because he has not 
explained what the range of neighbour is ? Certainly, if the scribe 
wanted SiKaiworai iavrov to show that he was righteous, the ques- 
tion is as inept and unnatural as possible. This is one reason the 
more to believe that, so far as the addition from 29 is concerned, we 
are not listening to a conversation which actually and historically 
ever took place. 

38-42. S.B. are perfectly correct when they say that the ‘ one 
thing,’ of which, according to the Eabbis, there is ‘ need,’ would 
be the study of the Law, and the quotations they give, which 
could easily be multiplied, are quite in point, not least R. Meir’s 
saying (Aboth iv. 12) : ‘ Lessen thy toil for worldly goods, and be 
busy in the Torah : be humble of spirit before all men ; if thou 
neglectest the Torah, many causes for neglecting it will present 
themselves to thee, but if thou labourest in the Torah, he has 
abundant recompense to give thee.’ 

xii. 15. As to the moral dangers of money, see on Matt. xix. 
23. The warning in 15 and the parable of 16-21 are on, and not 
off, the Rabbinic line. ‘ Love of money and hatred caused the 
destruction of the second Temple ’ (T. Menachoth xiii. 22, p. 534). 

48. We may compare a passage in Yebamoth 121 b quoted by 
Biichler, Sins, p. 195, n. i. There was a pious pit-digger called 
Nechunyah. His daughter fell mto a pit, but was rescued. R. 
Chaniua b. Dora foretold her rescue, for he said. Would it be possible 
that a child of this pious man would suffer in respect of the very 
occupation of her father ? Nevertheless, said R. Abba, his son 
died of thirst. To this R. Chanina could only reply that God deals 
very strictly with those near to him Dy pnplD nO ^npn 

tainD). The proof is a fanciful interpretation of Psalms 1 . 3 
and Ixxxix. 8. See also Biichler, Sins, p. 336, n. 4. The errors of 
the learned are regarded by God as wilful sins ; the wilful sins of 
the Amme ha-Aretz as errors. (Baba Mezia 33 b.) The reference to 
Lev. R., "nD«, xxvii. i on xxii. 27, and the usual painful doctrine 
about the few sins of the righteous being strictly punished in this 
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world that they may have a fine time in the world to come, etc., 
should not be introduced here. At least, I hope not. The idea of 
Baba Mezia and perhaps of Yebamoth is that God demands a higher 
standard of the more highly endowed. We may also utilize a 
passage in Taanith 8a: ‘ R. Yochanan said : He who conducts him- 
self righteously here below is judged strictly in the heaven above ’ 
(Dr. Malter’s rendering). 

xiii. 1-5. I have alluded in my Commentary to the great use 
which most Christian scholars are wont to make of this section as 
also of John ix. 2. They want to make this passage, like the passage 
in John, prove that Jesus deliberately taught that from suffering 
no inference must be made of precedent sin. But ‘ the point of the 
passage is not that the men who suffered were not guilty, but that they 
were not specially guilty. Why these men should have been chosen 
out as example and warning, Jesus does not say. The difficulty did 
not occur to him. Jesus does not criticize or deny the prevailing 
doctrine of the time that suffering denoted guilt ’ (my Commentary, 
n. p, 500). I might add that in John also any inference as to the 
general views of the author on the general subject of suffering and 
sin are no less illegitimate. For all that Jesus says (or is made to 
say) in that passage is that the blindness of the man m question 
was specially arranged in order that Jesus might work a miracle of 
healing. In his particular case neither the man himself nor his parents 
had sinned. But there is no indication whatever that in other cases 
blindness or any other suffering may not be due to sin. Moreover, 
in the story of the paralytic in Mark, sin and suffering are united 
together without dissent. In fact, the point of Mark ii. 9 depends 
entirely upon the idea that the man, being a paralytic, is also, 
and for that very reason, a sinner. Therefore, it is rash to argue 
that Jesus was opposed to the ‘ Jewish ’ doctrine of the connection 
between suffering and sin. On the other hand, there is equally 
no doubt that that doctrine was pushed by the Rabbis to pre- 
posterous and objectionable lengths. There were, indeed, voices 
raised against that fatal view of R. Ammi, ‘ no death without sin, 
and no chastisements (or sufferings, yissurin) without iniquity.’ 
There was the sage utterance of R. Yannai (the only saying recorded 
of him, and yet one that does him infinite credit, Bacher, Agada 
der Tannaiten, Vol. n. p. 385), that it is not in our capacity to ex- 
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plain the sufferings of the righteous or the prosperity of the wicked. 
(Aboth iv. 19.) But, on the whole, the prevailing teaching, in spite 
of the happy theory of the chastisements of love, was, I fear, 
more in accordance with Ammi than with Yannai. The theory 
would perhaps have been less painful if the Eabbis had not gone 
on to assign certain punishments to certain offences, and also 
to connect with the theory the doctrine of measure for measure 
and tit for tat. One cannot read a section like Sabbath 32 a-33 b 
without justified reprobation. Here again we find the unfortunate 
result of knowing the Bible all too well, of regarding every 
word as inspired, perfect and accurate, and of playing exegetical 
and homiletic tricks with its sentences and phrases. The Rabbis 
kept on studying the Torah, but while they often studied it for good, 
they also often studied it for inutility. S.B. correctly state : 

‘ Mehrfach hat man die Strafleiden fiir die einzelnen Siinden auf 
Grund von Schriftworten festzustellen versucht ; dabei hat dann 
die Neigung zum Statutarischen der Versuchung nicht widerstehen 
konnen, das, was in der Schrift einmal als Strafe fiir eine bestimmte 
Verfehlung erscheint, sofort als regelmassige Folge dieser Siinde 
hinzustellen. Nach dem Gnmdsatz “ Mass gegen Mass wuchs 
natiirlich mit der Grosse der Siinde die Schwere der Strafe. Die 
grossten Katastrophen, die fiber den einzelnen oder die Gesammt- 
heit hereinbrechen konnen, haben deshalb stets die schwersten 
Tatsfinden zur Voraussetzung ; als solche gelten Gotzendienst, 
Unzucht, Blutvergiessen, Raub, Rechtsbeugung und grundloser 
Hass. So gewann man ein formlicher Strafverzeichnis fiir die 
einzelnen Siinden. Man wusste nicht bloss, welches Unheil auf 
eine bestimmte Siinde folgte, sondem konnte nun auch umgekehrt 
aus dem Unglfick eines Menschen auf die Art seiner Versfindigung 
schliessen. Das Leiden wurde zur Erkennungsmarke der Schuld ’ 
(n. p. 193).^ It may be said that such a passage as Sabbath 32 a-33 b 

1 * The Rabbis often attempted to fix the punishments of different sins by 
means of various verses in the Bible. In doing this their legalistic tendency 
could not resist the temptation, if the Bible had incidentally mentioned that a 
certain punishment had once followed a certain sin, of declaring this punishment 
to be the regular result of this sin. Moreover, according to the fundamental 
principle of measure for measure, the severity of the punishment increased with 
the gravity of the sin. Thus the greatest catastrophes which can fall upon a 
community or an individual are always supposed to be the consequences of the 
heaviest sins: as such are reckoned, idolatry, sexual license, muMer, robbery, 
unjust judgments and causeless hate.* (It may, at least, be noted that all these 
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must not be taken too seriously. The Rabbis were engaged in a 
sort of exegetical game. But what a painful game this would 
be ! For instance, one sentence runs, ‘ Because of the iniquity of 
robbery (^ti) locusts come, and famine, and men eat the flesh 
of their sons and daughters.’ The Biblical verses quoted are Amos 
iv. I and 9 ; Joel i. 4. Doubtless there is some ingenuity in the 
proof. But if the writer or speaker did not really beheve what he 
said or wrote, how objectionable the jest. Nor is there any clear 
sign that these utterances were made in jest. Compare the long 
and perfectly solemn statements — ^no less objectionable than those 
in Sabbath 32 a-33 b — ^in Aboth v. ii, 12. ‘ Seven kinds of punish- 
ments come into the world for seven important transgressions ’ 
(Singer’s Prayer Book, p. 200 ad jin.). There is no indication that 
the statements are not seriously meant. It seems almost impossible 
for us to understand the inner working of minds which brought out 
such grotesque opinions. Again, the sayings in Sabbath 32, 33 start 
from a dictum in the Mishnah, which, as I have often had occasion 
to observe, is still allowed to disgrace the Authorized Daily Prayer 
Booh (p. 121). There is no hint that the saying is not most seriously 
meant. ‘ For three transgressions women die in childbirth ; be- 
cause they have been negligent in regard to their periods of separa- 
tion, in respect to the consecration of the first cake of the dough, 
and in the lighting of the Sabbath lamp.’ How could men come to 
imagine such absurdities, and solemnly to write them down ? It 
seems inconceivable to us to-day ; yet when we reflect on all the 
absurdities and abominations which have been spoken, written, and 
(worst of all) done, in the name of religion, one must not judge the 
Rabbis too harshly. I feel about the Gospel teaching that, though 
there are things in it which I dislike and disbelieve, such as Matt. 
XXV. 41, 46, yet, somehow, there is never anything which is absurd : 
there are objectionable sayings, but not ludicrously objectionable 
sayings, such as the sayings in Aboth v. ii, 12, and Sabbath 32, 33. 
S.B. give many more instances which I do not care to repeat 
(n. pp. 194-197). It has been a disadvantage to Judaism to have for 
generations, as its second sacred book — ^for I suppose the Talmud 

heaviest sins are moral.) * In this way a regular catalogue of punishments was 
obtained for all the different sins. It was not only laid down what calamity would 
follow a particular sin, but from the misfortune which befell a man his particular 
sin could be inferred. Sufferings became the mark for the recognition of guilt.’ 
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must be more or less so regarded — one which is so long and so 
composite, so unedited, as it were, and unexpurgated, so full of 
‘ high and low,* so completely in ‘ undress,* as I have often called it, 
so naively and simply compiled. It has been an advantage to 
Christianity that its primary sacred book is so short, and so far as 
the Gospel portion of it is concerned, so carefully written with the 
direct object of edification. 

xiv. 7~ii. Cjp. Matt, xviii. 4, xxiii. 6. All derives from Proverbs 
XXV. 7. The Rabbinic parallels are exact enough. Leviticus R., 
i. 5 on i. I. ‘ R. Simeon b. Azzai said : Stay a few seats 
lower down than the seat which is your due, and wait till it is said 
to you. Come further up. For it is better that it should be said 
to you. Come up, than that it should be said to you, 60 down. 
As Hillel said. My humiliation is my exaltation, and my exaltation 
my humiliation.* (For Hillers sajdng cp, Bacher, Agada der Tan- 
naiten^ i. p. 5 fin,, note 6, 2nd ed. The meaning is that, quite gener- 
ally, he who abases himself shall be exalted, and vice versa. Humility 
wins recognition from men and from God. Luke xiv. ii means 
exactly the same. In Erubin 13 b, already quoted on xxiii. 12, 
we have it definitely stated : ‘ Him who abases himself God exalts, 
and vice versa. Him who seeks greatness, greatness flees, and 
vice versa,^) 

13. S.B. justly quote the pretty passage in Aboth R. Nathan 
(vii. 17 a) commenting on Aboth i. 5. ‘ Let your house be open ; let 
the poor be members of your household.’ ‘ Let a man’s house be 
open to the North and to the South and to the East and to the 
West, even like Job, who made four doors to his house that the 
poor might not be troubled to go round the house (to the front door). 
Members of your household: that is, let the poor relate what 
they have eaten and drunk in your house, as happened with Job. 
For when two poor men met, one said. Whence came you ? And 
the other said, Whither go you ? The answers were. From and 
to the house of Job. When the great suffering came upon Job, 
he said, Lord of the world, have I not fed the hungry and clothed 
the naked ? But God said, So far you have not reached to the 
half of the measure of Abraham, for you sat in your house, and 
when wayfarers came unto you, you gave wheaten bread to him 

2a 
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whose wont it was to eat wheaten bread, and meat to him whose 
wont it was to eat meat, and wine to him whose wont it was to 
drink wine. But Abraham did not so ; he went out and wandered 
about, and when he found wayfarers, he brought them to his house, 
and he gave wheaten bread to him whose wont it was not to eat 
wheaten bread, and so with meat and wine. And not only this, 
but he built large palaces on the roads, and put food and drink 
within them, and all came and ate and drank and blessed God. 
Therefore quiet, or appeasement, of spirit was granted to him, 
and all that the mouth of man can ask for was found in his house.’ 
* When R. Huna dined (Taanith 20 b, foot), he opened the door 
and said, He who wishes, let him come and eat.’ ‘ Rabban Simeon 
ben Gamaliel said : This was a custom in Jerusalem ; a towel 
was spread on the top of the doorway ; all the time that the towel 
was spread, guests could enter ; when the towel was removed, 
guests were not allowed to enter ’ (Tosefta Berachoth iv. § 8, p. 10. 
Dr. A. Lukyn Williams’ translation. But we must translate, instead 
of ‘ guests,’ * wayfarers ’ or ‘ passers by,’ showing the range of the 
hospitality in those olden days.) 

The words in 12, ‘and thou hast thy recompense,’ and in 14, 

‘ for they cannot recompense thee : but thou shalt have thy recom- 
pence at the resurrection of the righteous,’ are noteworthy. They 
seem to depend upon the notion, for which there are endless parallels 
in the Rabbinic literature, that the less recompense a man receives 
for his good deeds upon earth, the more will he receive in the life 
of the world to come, and that this future recompense is far more 
worth having than any recompense on earth. But they also depend 
upon the quite different idea (for which, too, there are Rabbinic 
parallels) that, so far as our deeds upon earth are concerned, we 
are to act lishmah, for the deed’s own sake, and not for the hope 
of reward. 


25-35 • I wonder what an absolutely impartial, and yet entirely 
sympathetic, scholar would say about this and similar passages — 
one learned in both Christian and Rabbinic literature ; sympathetic 
both to the Christian and to the Rabbinic religion, though, perhaps, 
belonging to neither. Is it both great and new ; is it both great 
and off the Rabbinic line ? On the whole, I think that we must 
say that it is, (i) if dangerous, yet also great, and (2) that it is off 
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the Eabbinic line. Yet by saying this it must not be imagined that 
the Rabbinic line is a poor line. Dehberate, voluntary, and complete 
renunciation is not put forward as an ideal by the Rabbis, except 
in so far as they do demand that every sacrifice must be made for 
the sanctification of God’s holy name, if such sacrifice become 
requisite through persecution. The abandonment of family life 
lies outside any Rabbinic ideal, for the love of father and mother 
and wife and children is itself a part of the highest possible ideal. 
To sacrifice life for the sake of the Sanctification of the Name and 
for the sake of the divine Unity was right, and the number of 
Jewish martyrs is legion ; but the idea of going forth into the 
world, and of renouncing all ties and bonds and possessions in order 
to benefit society, or to propagate Judaism, or for some special 
cause, seems to lie outside the Rabbinic range or line. But a passage 
like Luke xiv. 25-35 does suggest such an ideal, and it has doubtless 
stimulated and heartened those who, in one way or another, have 
sought to make of the ideal a reahty. (Cp. what I have said in 
Vol. II. pp. 517, 518.) 

XV. I, 2. (Cp. Matt. ix. II.) S.B. quote the remark in Mechilta 
57b on Exodus xviii. i. ‘The wise say. Let not a man associate 
with sinners even to bring them near to the Torah.’ 

For the whole section i-io cp. Matt, xviii. 12-14. 

8. The illustration about coins is used in Canticles R. i. § i, 9, on 
i. I. ‘ If a man loses a coin in his house, he kindles many lights, and 
seeks till he finds it. If for something which affords only an hour’s 
life in this world, a man kindles many lights, and searches till he 
finds it, how much shouldst thou dig as for hidden treasure after 
the words of the Law, which gives life both in this world and in the 
next.’ I see nothing unworthy in this illustration. To search for 
knowledge and truth and religious illumination (and this is what 
Torah meant to the old Rabbis) is a legitimate quest and worthy 
of the utmost sacrifice. Fiebig’s sneer, ‘ Das rabbinische Gleichnis 
redet von der Tora, Jesus von dem Menschen, dem Sunder, der 
Ethik ! ’ is unjustified and unnecessary. Both illustrations are 
right and seemly, but one cannot fitly compare one with the other. 
You cannot say, that a martyr for truth and knowledge is on 
a lower plane than a martyr for goodness. 
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ii~32. For the exquisite parable of the Prodigal Son the best 
parallel is that quoted by S.B. from Deut. R. ii. 24 
on iv. 30 ; Wuensche, p. 32). ‘ A king's son fell into evil courses. 

The king sent his tutor to him with the message, Repent, my son 
(or “ come to thyself," as in verse 16). But the son sent to his 
father to say. How can I (literally, with what face can I) return 
(or repent) ? I am ashamed (to come) before thee. Then the 
father sent to him to say. Can a son be ashamed to return to his 
father ? If you return, do you not return to your father ? So 
God sent Jeremiah to the Israelites who had sinned against him. 
He said to Jeremiah : Tell my sons to return (repent). They 
replied. How can we (with what face can we) return to God ? Then 
God said to them : My sons, if you return, is it not to your Father 
that you return ? ’ The verb is always the same, namely, ntn, 
which means return, repent, come to yourselves, come back to 
God. Fiebig tries to minimize the obvious closeness of the parallel 
by saying that the son in the Midrash is Israel, whereas in Luke 
Jesus is thinking of any individual, not of the people as a whole. 
But could we possibly argue that the Rabbis did not feel that God 
was a loving father to the individual Israelite as well as to the 
people as a whole ? Surely not. 

Sevenster, indeed (pp. 176-181), seeks to make a sharp distinc- 
tion on both counts. God was not a loving Father to the individual 
Israelite as a human being, but, at best, only to the individual 
Israelite as a member of the community. So far as every Jew was 
concerned, this is really a distinction without a difference ; whether 
the mediation is one way or the other, in either case the pitying 
and forgiving love of God was, I fancy, strongly felt by each in- 
dividual Israelite in his own individual life. As to the use of the 
term ‘ Father,’ Sevenster might perhaps have read his Moore to 
greater advantage, though he makes one or two good hits. Again, 
Sevenster tries to show that God is longsuffering and indulgent 
in Rabbinical literature, but he does not forgive so perfectly or 
with such joy as in the Gk)spel. I doubt this. Sevenster does not 
know his Rabbinical literature, I t hink , quite familiarly enough. 
The numerous passages about God’s reaction towards the first signs 
of man’s repentance show how the land lies. ‘ If man moves an 
mch, God moves an ell to meet him.’ The word ‘ joy ’ may not 
occur in such passages, but the feeling or the conception is the same. 
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Sevenster naturally wants to make the difference between Jesus* 
teaching and that of the Babbis as wide as he honestly can, and 
his honesty is to be highly commended, even if his conclusions may 
not always be sound, or always capable of resistmg the massive 
learning of Abrahams and Moore. His whole book is well worth 
reading and study. 

xvi. i~ii. Money is not necessarily unrighteous, according to 
the Babbis. All depends on the use to which it is put. S.B. give 
instances where the ‘ Mammon * of covetousness, wickedness, 
falsity, etc., is used, but also one instance where the Mammon of 
Falsity is contrasted with the Mammon of Truth (or perhaps of 
Honesty as contrasted with Dishonesty). But the distinction was 
meant literally, not as in Luke xvi. ii, where the true Mammon 
is not money, but spiritual gifts or the felicity of the Kingdom. (See 
the Commentary.) On the other hand, that ‘ you cannot serve God 
and money * is not by any means off the Babbinic line. In spite 
of their aversion to poverty, the Babbis held no less strongly that 
the actual service of money — avarice, covetousness, or even making 
the acquisition of money for its own sake as the one purpose of 
existence — ^was inconsistent with the service of the Torah and of 
God. The quotations already made on Matt. xix. 23 are enough 
to prove that, and yet others could be adduced. 

19--31. I do not propose to give parallels from the Babbinic 
literature to the Gospel conceptions about Hell and Heaven. What 
we may call the archaeology of the future life is not specially interest- 
ing or of living value, for Jesus and the Gospel compilers and the 
Babbis and the compilers of the Talmud were all equally ignorant 
of it. Their views, moreover, have all a marked family likeness 
to one another, and a marked divergence from our own. 

24. A story, told twice in the Palestinian or Jerusalem 
Talmud, and given in S.B., illustrates this verse. It is worth 
quoting, because of its perfectly ingenuous exemplification of the 
common Babbinic view that not only are the prosperity of the 
wicked on earth and the calamities of the righteous compensated 
for by their different fortunes in the hereafter, but that a trifling 
sin, or a few minor sms, of the righteous are punished on 
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earth, and one good deed or a few good deeds of the wicked 
are rewarded on earth, in order that the way may be quite 
clear for complete beatitude and complete misery in the life 
to come. The doctrine of retribution — a weak point in Rabbinic 
theology — is carried to a painful extreme. ‘Two pious men 
(or, in the variant, two disciples of the wise or two Rabbis) 
lived in Ashkelon. They ate and drank together, and occupied 
themselves with the Torah. One died, and no one accompanied 
his body to the grave. Then the tax collector Mayan (or his 
son) died, and the whole town followed his body. The living 
pious man said : Woe, nothing evil happens to the wicked. 
He saw a vision in a dream. A voice said. Despise (ii^^n) not 
the sons of your Lord ; the one had committed one sin [and so by 
his unaccompanied burial his iniquity is atoned for, or he has 
received his punishment] ; the other had performed one good deed 
[and so by his grand funeral he has received his reward]. What 
sin had the one committed ? Far be it that he had ever committed 
a [serious] sin. But once he put on the Tefillin for the head before 
the Tefillin for the hand. And what good deed had the other per- 
formed ? Far be it that he had ever done a [really fine] deed. 
But once he had arranged a meal for the Bouleutai [the municipal 
councillors] of the city, and they did not come. And he said. Let 
the poor eat it that it be not wasted. Others say. He once went 
through the market-place, and he dropped a loaf, and a poor man 
picked it up, and he said nothing so as not make him blush for shame. 
After some days the pious man saw in a dream his companion walking 
in the Garden (Paradise) under trees and by wells of water ; and 
he saw the tax-collector, and his tongue sought to drink at the brink 
of a river ; he tried to reach the water, but he could not ’ (Jer. 
Sanhedrin vi. § 9, 23 c ; Jer. Chagigah ii. § 2, 77 d). Again, there is 
the story in Ruth R. iii. § 3 {ad init.) on i. 17, of the two robbers, one 
of whom, on seeing the punishment of his companion, had repented, 
and when he died (or was executed ?), went to heaven with the 
company of the righteous, while the other went to hell. When he 
complained, and also offered to repent, he was told it was too late. 
‘ He who does not prepare for the Sabbath on Friday, what shall he 
have to eat upon the Sabbath ? ^ 


30. The presupposition of this verse is that it is of the most 



XVI. 30 


LUKE 


359 


urgent importance that the brothers should repent while yet living 
upon earth, because there will be no power or opportunity to repent 
in hell. This would seem to have been the prevailing opinion of the 
Rabbis also. Cp. the story just cited from Ruth R. S.B. say that 
it was the older view, but that when the fires of Gehenna were 
conceived as a purgatory for the great mass of Israelites (the 
‘ in-betweens,* cp, the passage from Rosh ha-Shanah i6 b translated 
on Matt. XXV. 31-46), then repentance after death naturally came 
to be regarded as the indispensable condition of the redemption of 
the wicked from hell (whether it were the ‘ intermediate * hell after 
death, or the ‘ ultimate * hell after the last judgment), (ii. p. 233.) 
I do not mj^elf think that this statement is entirely accurate. The 
fires of Gehenna purify in themselves ; that is stated ; but I do not 
find it stated that they do not begin to exercise their purgatorial 
efltect until or before there is repentance. This may be implied or 
assumed. It does not appear to be definitely stated. S.B. (Vol. 
IV. p. 1044 fin,) explaiu how, from the beginning of the second 
century a.d., even the intermediate Gehenna was also regarded as 
(for many) a purgatory (i,e, a purifying and atoning place and period 
of punishment). And they add : ‘ Voraussetzung bleibt naturlich, 
dass die Siihnkraft des zwischenzeitlichen Gehinnoms unterstiitzt 
wird durch die Bussfertigkeit des Gerichteten selbst * {cp, p. 1047 
fin,),^ But only two instances are quoted of this penitence in hell. 
In the first the divergent opinions of two Rabbis as to the possi- 
bility or impossibility of repentance in Gehenna are reconciled by 
the particularistic explanation that the Gentile sinners cannot (or 
may not) repent in hell, whereas the Israelite sinners can and may. 
(Erubin 19 a.) The other passage says that the rebellious sinner 
against God is thrown into Gehenna, but that, if he repents, he is 
cast forth from it, even as an arrow is shot forth from the bow. 
(Tanchuma 27 b.) The same redeeming effect is produced by the 
prayers, and even the almsgiving, of the living, but to deal with the 
rise and development of this curious doctrine among the Rabbis 
would be outside the purview of this note. Mr. Loewe writes : 

‘ It is characteristic of the Rabbis that these divergent opinions 
about repentance after death continued to flourish side by side. 
The Rabbis did not mind these inconsistencies. They thought of 

^ * It is, of course, presupposed that the atoning power of the intermediate 
Purgatory will be supported by the repentance of the condemned person.* 
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one thing at a time, regardless of consequences. They felt the 
danger of letting people think that one could repent with ease after 
death, and thus continue to lead a sinful life upon earth ; so they 
preached the doctrine that after death there could be, and there 
was, no room or opportunity for repentance ; yet, on the other hand, 
they were no pessimists, and they were reluctant to put any limit 
to repentance or forgiveness and to the grace and goodness of 
God. Hence they also taught the doctrine that repentance was 
possible after death. The one doctrine was in flagrant contradiction 
to the other ; but they did not notice, or did not mind, the contra- 
diction. Both doctrines were useful or even necessary, and so both 
doctrines were used and taught.’ 

xvii. 3. To their great credit S.B. are almost always ready to 
quote the good parallels, and the quotation which they give here 
from Numbers Rabba, Chukkath, xix. 23 on xxi. 7 is not only pretty, 
but perfectly characteristic and on the Rabbinic line. In the story 
of the serpents (Numbers xxi. 6) the plural is used in verse 6, but in 
verse 7 the people say, ‘ We have sinned, for we spoke against the 
Lord and against thee : pray unto the Lord that he take away 
the serpent (singular) from us,’ So the Midrash asks. Why the 
singular ? There was only one serpent, after all, and Moses never- 
theless prayed to God, Why ? That he did so shows you the 
humility of Moses, who did not hesitate to seek mercy for them, 
and it shows you the power of repentance. Directly they said, 
We have sinned, he was reconciled to them : for the forgiver (the 
offended or wronged man) must not be cruel {achzari — ^the vice of 
hardness, cruelty, unforgivingness was especially censured by the 
Rabbis). So with Abraham and Abimelech, and with Job and his 
friends. So, if a man has wronged his neighbour, and he says, I 
have sinned, the other is called a sinner if he does not forgive him. 
This is proved from i Samuel xii. 23. 

7-10. A most noble and notable passage. But because it is 
so, there is no need imcritically to vilipend the Rabbis. The passage 
is great enough not to require any extra light by way of contrast 
and foil. What I say on verse 7 (n. p. 543) is, I think, justified; 
S.B. quote Aboth ii. 9, how R. Yochanan ben Zakkai was wont to 
say, ‘ If thou hast learnt much Torah, ascribe not any merit to 
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thyself, for thereunto wast thou created.’ But the passage from 
the Liturgy (P.B. p. 7 ) should also have been quoted. ‘Not 
because of our righteous acts do we lay our supplications before 
thee, but because of thine abundant mercies. What are we ? 
What is our piety ? What our righteousness ? ’ And so on. The 
prayer must, I imagine, be early Rabbinic because it is alluded 
to in Yoma 87 b. It depends on Daniel ix. 18, a very familiar 
verse to the Rabbis, and inadequately translated in A.V. and 
R.V. It should not run, ‘ We do not present our supplications 
before thee for our righteousnesses, but for thy great mercies ’ ; 
but it should run, ‘We do not present our supplications 
before thee because of our righteous deeds, but because of thy 
great mercies.’ Dr. Abrahams most justly says : ‘ In this pass- 
age we have the true Rabbinic spirit on the subject of “ grace ” 
and “ works.” The Rabbis held that reward and punishment were 
meted out in some sort of accordance with a man’s righteousnes 
and sin. But nothing that man, with his small powers and finite 
opportunities, can do constitutes a claim on the favour of the 
Almighty and the Infinite. In the final resort all that men receive 
from the divine hand is an act of grace. Hence : Not because of 
{i.e, relying on) our righteous acts do we lay our supplications before 
thee, but because of (or rel3dng on) thine abundant mercies ’ (Anno- 
tated Prayer Book, p. xxi). It is natural that whereas Christian 
theologians do not mind that the Rabbis sang the excellences of 
repentance, they are sensitive about claims and grace. One can 
easily see why ! Nevertheless, the facts are as Dr. Abrahams has 
stated them. On Deut. iii. 23, where Moses supplicated the Lord, 
the Midrash (Deut. R. ii. init,) observes : ‘ R. Yochanan said. Hence 
you can learn that a creature has nothing near his Creator ( = a man 
has no claim on his Creator). (iKlU DiSd I'^Ktr.) Moses, 

the greatest of the Prophets, did not come to God except with 
the language of supplication. God says. He who has something 
in my hand (i.e. who offers to me some good deed), with him 
I deal with the measure of mercy, but to him who has nothing 
I am gracious with a free gift.’ In Mid. Psalms iv. (i) verse i, 
20 b, we find, ‘ The congregation of Israel prays before God and 
says : It is for thee, 0 God, to justify me ; if there is no merit 
in me, act towards me in charity.’ (The passage depends upon 
the various meanings of Zedek and Zedakdh, justify, righteous- 
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ness, and charity.) (Cp, also on iv. {7), verse i, 23 a, nearly 
the same saying, and on xvii. (13), 67 b.) ‘ With whom may we 
compare David ? With one who had a wound on his hand. 
He goes to the doctor. The doctor says : I can’t heal you, your 
wound is (too) big and the fee you offer is (too) small. He replies, 
I pray you, take all I have, and the rest supply from what you 
yourself possess, and have compassion with me. So said David ; 
Healing comes from thee : because the wound is big, give me 
a big plaster ’ (Mid. Psalms li. (3) 141 a). So throughout the short 
comments on Ps. xliv. (i), verse i, 134 b : ‘ Not for their works 
were Israelites redeemed from Egypt, but so that God might make 
himself an eternal name and because of his favour (or grace).’ 
Midrash Psalms xliv. (2), verse 26, 135 a, ‘Rise up,’ etc., and ‘redeem 
us,’ etc., ‘ If we have any good works, help ; and if we have no good 
works, help for thy name’s sake.’ Very similar are passages in 
Midrash Psalms xxii. (18), verse 3, 95 a, and Ixxi. (2), verse 2, 162 a, 
top. Again, on Ixxii. (i) 162 b, we read : ‘ If we have good deeds, 
he gives us from what is ours ; if we have not, he acts with charity 
and lovingkindness to us from what is his.’ On Psahn cxix. (55), 
verse 123, 250 b, foot: ‘ Perhaps thou hast pleasure in our good 
works ? Merit of good works we have not : act towards us in 
lovingkindness. The men of old whom thou didst redeem, thou 
didst not redeem through their works : but thou didst act in loving- 
kindness towards them and didst redeem them. So do thou with 
us.’ On Ps. cxli. (i), verse i, 264 b, ‘ Hasten to me.’ ‘ David 
said. As I hasten to do thy word so hasten thou to me. To what 
is the matter like ? To a man who has a suit before a lord. He sees 
that all the others have advocates to plead for them. He called 
to the lord and said. All have their advocates ; I have none : there 
is no one to plead for me. Be thou my advocate and my judge. 
So David said. Some trust in their fair and upright deeds; and some 
in the works of their fathers ; but I trust in thee. Although I 
have no good works, yet because I call upon thee, do thou answer 
me.’ ‘ R. Elazar pointed out a contradiction between : With 
thee, 0 Lord, is grace (lovingkindness), and thou requitest each 
man according to his work. Solution : At first, the latter ; at the 
end, the former ’ (Rosh ha-Shanah 17 b). On Exodus xv. 13 the 
Mechilta (42 b) says : ‘ Thou wroughtest chesed (love, grace, loving- 
kindness) for us, for no works were in our hand : the world from the 
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beginning was only built on chesed' On Gen^ xxiv. 12 the Mid- 
rash Rabba, ^’»n, lx. 2, remarks : ‘ R. Isaac said, All need 
grace (chesed), for even Abraham, for whose sake grace prevails 
in the world, himself needed grace.’ (This is the correct trans- 
lation, as noted by Rabbi J. Fuerst in Wuensche, p. 530, correcting 
the translation on p. 282.) Highly curious is a passage in Sifre. 
Here it says that David and Moses could by their own good 
deeds have annulled Israel’s sins (nn^vn riN niSnS vn). 

Nevertheless, they only asked God to grant forgiveness to Israel by 
his grace (freely, DJn). If they acted thus, how much more should 
those who are not even one of their disciples ask forgiveness from 
God by grace alone. (Sifre 70 b.) ‘ God is under no obligation to 
his creatures at all; he gives gratuitously’ (diSd nnaS 3'^n 
Dil^ jm: D:n This is adduced from Exodus xxxiii. 19. 

(Tanchuma B. Vaetchannan xi. 5 a.) 

These quotations are not from S.B., but from my own reading. 

1 add an interesting passage in Biichler, Sins, pp. 165-169, with 
its valuable quotation from Semachoth viii. ‘ R. Akiba says, 
The king (God) has four sons; one, when smitten, keeps silence 
(and suffers) ; the second, when smitten, kicks ; the third, when 
smitten, prays, and the fourth, when smitten, says to his father. 
Smite me ! Abraham, when smitten, keeps silence ; when God 
said to him, Gen. xxii. 2, “ Take now thy son, thine only son, whom 
thou lovest, even Isaac . . . and offer him there for a bumt-offering,” 
he could have said to God, Yesterday Thou didst tell me, Gen. xxi. 
12, “ for in Isaac shall seed be called to thee,” and yet it says, 
Gen. xxii. 3, “And Abraham rose early in the morning,” etc. 
Job, when smitten, kicks, as it says. Job x. 2, “ I will say unto God, 
Do not condemn me ; make me know wherefore Thou contendest 
with me.” Hezekiah, when smitten, beseeches (God), as it says, 

2 Reg. XX. 2, “ and he prayed unto the Lord,” etc. ; some say that 
also Hezekiah, while smitten, kicks later on ; was it for him to 
say, 2 Reg. xx. 3, Is. xxviii. 3, “and I have done that which is 
good in Thy sight ” ? David said to his Father, Smite me, as it 
says. Psalm li. 4, “ Wash me thoroughly from mine iniquity, and 
cleanse me from my sin.” This full statement of R. Akiba is in 
itself of great value for the question of the love and the fear of God, 
as it embodies his view of the various attitudes of Jews to visita- 
tions sent by God. As it appears, the least satisfactory of the three 
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relatively irrepreliensible positions was taken up by king Hezekiah, 
as he prayed to Grod to free him from his mortal illness and to 
withdraw His decree to terminate his life. That assumption seems to 
be supported by the fact that another opinion placed Hezekiah’s 
prayer, on account of its reference to his merits, on the same 
low level as Job’s offensive reproaches. But, in any case, such a 
depreciative or even disparaging estimate appears to be harsh and 
strange, considering that God accepted the king’s prayer and actually 
prolonged his life by fifteen years. The unnamed author of the strict 
view stigmatizes as (cp. Deut. xxxii. 15 ), “kicking,” Hezekiah’s 
reference to his merits, as also his argument against the decree of 
Grod to terminate his life. The very strong word testifies to the 
scholar’s reprobation of the king’s attitude in pointing to his obedi- 
ence to God, though it extended to his walking before God through- 
out the whole of his life. This judgment of the teacher definitely 
and cogently refutes the familiar assumption by the commentators 
of the New Testament of the Rabbis’ bookkeeping of their meritori- 
ous and their sinful actions, and of their presentation of the balance 
to God in their calamity and suffering. As to the attitudes of the 
other two pious men, R. Aldba mentions first Abraham’s silent 
submission to God’s contradictory and inscrutable demand, and 
the Patriarch’s unhesitating execution of God’s will without even 
a word of reference to His earlier assurance of Israel’s great future, 
and his immediate setting about sacrificing his son. And even such 
wordless obedience was not regarded by R. Akiba as an attitude 
of the highest religious standard, though in his list he mentioned 
it first. David’s attitude was the purest and the highest in its 
religious and moral value, as he not only submitted without any 
complaint or question to the visitation inflicted by God, but even 
asked Him for further chastisements in order that he might obtain 
forgiveness of his sins.’ The variant in Midrash Psalms xxvi. i, 108 b, 
is also worth looking at. Dr. Biichler adds in a footnote, p. 168, 
n. I, a passage from Sifre 70 b : ‘ Israel had two good leaders, Moses 
and David ; when they were punished for their sins, they could have 
referred to their good deeds (lit. connected the punishments with 
their merits), but they asked for the free consideration of God 
without any reference to their merits : how much more should the 
very smallest of their disciples ask for the consideration of God 
without any reference to his merits.’ I am not sure that, as Dr. 
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Biichler explains the quotation, we to-day should not put Abraham 
above David. But, perhaps, Dr. Biichler is a little unjust to David. 
He did not, perhaps, say : ‘ Smite me,’ in order to obtain forgive- 
ness, but in order to get free from sin ; this is a distinction with 
some difference. I am not clear that Dr. Biichler has got the book- 
keeping business quite clearly. I have never seen it in the form in 
which he puts it. The usual charge is twofold, (i) That a balance 
may be drawn between a man’s good and bad actions. If the good 
is a bit more than the bad, the man is virtuous or absolved ; if the 
other way, he is bad and guilty. (2) That sometimes God’s rewards 
are represented as the results of man’s merits. As to the first 
charge, this somewhat too arithmetical and mechanical view of good- 
ness and badness does actually occur. As to the second, it can hardly 
be denied that there are a number of passages about Zechuth (merit), 
some of which are, distinctly, unpleasant enough. But the merit 
never seems to be regarded as a claim. God acts upon Zechvth 
according to as his own will, and as often as not the Zechuth is 
not the merit of the man to whom God vouchsafes mercy or happi- 
ness, but the merit of others. The individual Eabbi does not appear 
to consider that he can demand from God a recompense for his 
piety and ‘ good works.’ The recompense is doubtless the 'partial 
result of the goodness. How could it rightly be otherwise ? But 
the recompense is out of proportion to the goodness, partly because 
God’s heavenly rewards are out of all proportion to man’s finite 
and limited goodness, partly because ‘ there is no man that sinneth 
not,’ and grace is ever required and must always come into play. 
On the other hand, the thought of Luke xvi. 10, especially if we 
omit the word dxp^Xoi, is, I think, original — ^the thought, I mean, 
that ‘ whatever good a man does, he cannot do more than he owes 
to God, for to God he owes all that he is capable of doing.’ I do 
not find exact parallels for this idea. And I also think that, as I 
have said in the Commentary (p. 543) ‘ the tilt against exaggerations 
and perversions of the doctrine of tit for tat is a prominent and 
characteristic feature of the teaching of Jesus. What we receive 
from God is grace and goodness, and not reward. There is no 
doubt that the excessive emphasis and elaboration of the doctrine 
of retribution was one of the weak spots in Rabbinic Judaism.’ 

I might mention here the emphasis laid by the Rabbis upon 
man receiving the chastisements and visitations of Grod with humility 
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and resignation. One must neither ‘ kick ’ nor criticize. That was 
Job’s fault, for which many Eabbis blamed him. He kicked and 
criticized and spoke rashly and even blasphemously. (See Biichler, 
Sins^ p. 173, n. 3, p. 175, etc.) ‘R. Eliezer b. Jacob said, Thou shalt 
not criticize the chastisements ; so David said. My heart is not 
haughty, I have not criticized (\nimn) my creator.’ (Biichler, 
Sins, p. 173, n. 3, p. 174, 181. Midrash Tannaim, p. in, on 
Deut. xviii. 13.) So in Sifre 132 b, ‘ We must not criticize God’s 
ways even in the slightest degree’ (p. 182). There must be no 
complaints. ‘ R. Simon said. He who says in his prayer to God, 
“ Thy mercies reach the nest of a bird,” implies thereby, “ but me 
Thy mercies have not reached,” and complains by that of God’s 
ways’ (Berachoth Mishnah v. 3; Jer. Berachoth v. 9 c ; Biichler, 
p. 183). (This is a nobler explanation of the problematic words 
about the bird’s nest, and a quite different one from the more usual 
explanations, for which see Cohen’s Berachoth, p. 225.) 

In the excursus on the parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard 
(Vol. IV. pp. 488, 489) S.B. give certain passages, of which the 
tendency, like the tendency of the saying of R. Yochanan ben Zakkai 
(Aboth ii. 9) quoted above, is to imply that every Israelite is under a 
moral compulsion to study and practise the Law. They were re- 
deemed from Egypt on that condition, which applies to all their 
generations. Though the words of the Law are not to be regarded 
as a debt (nain), no one is free to dispense with them. (Menachoth 
99 b.) The Israelite is created for the service of (or to labour in) 
the Law. (min The phrase is a sort of semi-jest based 

upon Job V. 7, ‘ Man is bom unto trouble,’ the word for ‘ trouble ’ 
being also capable of signifying ‘labour’ or ‘toil.’) (Sanhedrin 
99 b, top.) ‘ I am the Lord thy God who brought you out of the 
land of Egypt on the condition (^K^n Sy) that you should receive 
the yoke of the commandments : he who acknowledges the yoke of 
the commandments acknowledges the coming out of Egypt : he 
who rejects ('3 "ifliD) the yoke of the commandments rejects the 
commg out of Egypt.’ ‘To be your God.’ ‘Even against your will ’ 
(DDHIID Sya). (Sifra on Lev. xi. 45, 57 b.) These last two words 
are extremely strong. (Cp. on Lev. xix. 36, 91 b.) ‘ I brought 
you out of the land of Egypt on condition that you should surrender 
{llDOntr) yourselves to sanctify my name ’ (do. on Lev. xxii. 33, 
99 d). On Lev. xxv. 38 it is said, ‘ I brought you out of the land of 
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Egypt on the condition that you should accept the law against 
usury, for every one who aclmowledges the law against usury 
acknowledges the coming out of Egypt, and he who denies the law 
of usury is as if he denied the Exodus from Egypt ’ (Sifra 109 c). 
‘ Why is the Exodus from Egypt mentioned in connection with 
every single commandment ? The matter can be compared to a 
king, the son of whose friend was taken prisoner. The king ran- 
somed him, not as son, but as slave, so that if he should at any 
time disobey the king, the latter could say. You are my slave. So 
when he came back, the king said. Put on my sandals for me, take 
my clothes to the bath house. Then the man protested. The king 
took out the bill of sale, and said, You are my slave. So when God 
redeemed the children of Abraham his friend, he redeemed them, 
not as children, but as slaves, so that if he imposed upon them 
decrees and they obey not, he could say. Ye are my slaves. When 
they went into the desert, he began to order them some light and 
some heavy commands. Sabbath and incest commands, e.^., and 
fringes and phylacteries. They began to protest. Then God said, 
Ye are my slaves. On this condition (n:D S?) I redeemed you, 
that I should decree and you should fulfil ’ (Sifre 35 a). Nevertheless, 
God’s slaves are unlike man’s slaves. God’s ways are not like those 
of ‘ fiesh and blood.’ For a man acquires slaves that these may look 
after and sustain him, but God acquires slaves that he may look 
after and sustain iAem (Dn*i« ]t). (Sifre 77 a.) 

Here in these passages we have another Eabbinic conception 
clearly expressed. The Law is a sign or expression of God’s grace 
and love. The Israelites may well be proud of their immense 
privilege in having their wonderful Law to study and to fulfil. It 
is, and it should be, their boast and their exceeding great joy. 
But it is also their duty. They cannot get out of it. They cannot 
escape from it. It pursues them. They cannot say (as the very 
next passage in the Sifre distinctly states). We will give up the re- 
wards and therefore we will escape the punishments : we will neither 
fulfil the Law nor ask for a reward {12^ kSi Ctriy 

That is impossible. They are Grod’s slaves, and cannot escape his 
rule and his Law. They cannot say, We will be like the nations. 
Even against their will God will be their king. In every possible 
way the Rabbis incite to the observance of the Law. It is duty, 
privilege, joy : its fulfilment is an end in itself, and will procure 
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reward in time and eternity. Its service is, moreover, inevitable. 
As the fish cannot breathe out of water, so will God not allow Israel 
to live without the Law. 

xvii. 21. It is interesting that S.B. make no comment upon this 
most famous verse. All obviously depends upon the meaning of 
the preposition cWd?. ( 0 ^?. ii. pp. 546-549.) If it stands for ‘ among,* 
there is nothing here to be said one way or the other ; if it, however, 
means ‘ within,* and the first of my three main interpretations be the 
correct one, then I think it would have to be said that there is no 
clear Rabbinic parallel to a conception of the Kingdom as ‘ a spiritual 
principle, which works unseen and regeneratively in the hearts of 
men.* 

I might add here that I omit any reference to the Rabbinic 
parallels or contrasts to ‘ with observation * (xvii. 20). The subject 
does not seem to have any living interest for us to-day. 

xviii. I. ‘ Pray without ceasing.’ S.B. seem in error when they 
say that this injunction is oS the Rabbinic Une. The Rabbis 
looked at the matter all round ; they saw the danger of too casual 
and frequent prayer. Prayer to them needed preparation ; one 
has to get into the right Stimmung, Therefore to pray the statutory 
three times a day was, from one point of view, enough. Moreover, 
one must not weary and worry God. Yet, from another point of 
view, the saying of R. Yochanan, ‘ Would that a man could pray 
the whole day long, for no prayer does harm,’ is also, one feels, not 
off the line, even though it may have no exact parallel. (Jer. 
Berachoth i. § i, 2b; i. § 5, 3b, etc.) The passages in Jer. 
Berachoth ix. § i, 13 b, are really quite analogous ; e,g. ‘ A man has a 
defender (patron) ; if he worries him too much, the patron says, 
I will forget him, he worries me. But God is not so ; however 
much you worry him, he receives you.* (The worrying is through 
prayer.) So too Midrash Psalms iv. (3), verse i, 20 b, and Iv. (6), 
verse 23, 147 a. Such passages are quite characteristic. Cp, 
pp. 122, 148. 

9-12. That this passage with its charming ‘ parable * justly 
illustrates one of the dangers of Rabbinic legalism, or, if you 
will, of the Rabbinic religion, cannot be doubted. Objection 
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can only be raised when the parable is said to illustrate, not the 
dangers and perversions of the Rabbinic religion, but the Rabbinic 
religion itself — as if the Pharisee of the parable were the average 
Pharisee and the average Rabbi produced by Rabbinic legalism, 
and worse still, as if this odious Pharisee represented not the per- 
version, but the type and even the ideal — as if he was the very man 
whom the Rabbis would wish to be and were. I feel convinced 
that this is false. As regards the two Rabbinic quotations given 
in Vol. II. pp. 556, 557 of my Commentary, I still believe that my 
remarks are accurate. Nor, I think, is the man who said the first 
quotation necessarily a self-satisfied prig, a self-righteous boaster. 
It may be true that the frame of mind which prompted the utter- 
ance, ‘ there but for the grace of God goes Richard Baxter,’ is the 
higher, but, after all, what the Rabbi means is that by the grace of 
God he has been preserved from wasting his time and sinning and 
ending (according to the narrow views of his age) in hell. Well, 
if God did, for some inscrutable reason, so preserve him, may he not 
legitimately and genuinely, and yet humbly, thank God for his 
preservation ? I do not see that he is necessarily a self-satisfied 
prig any more than Dorcas was in the novel. (Vol. ii. p. 557.) 
The caricature of the Dorcas type is a self-righteous prig no less 
than the caricature of the grateful Rabbi. But the Rabbi, no less 
than Dorcas, can be quite simple and genuine, the one in his gratitude, 
the other in her piety. What is justified criticism of perversions 
and caricatures is foolish and unhistoric if sweepingly applied to the 
normal and the ideal. 

Perhaps I had better give ‘ the two Rabbinic quotations ’ 
(Berachoth 28 b). The first runs : ‘ I give thanks before thee, 0 
Lord my God, that thou hast set my portion with those who sit 
in the House of Study and not with those who sit at street comers ; 
for I and they rise early — I to words of Torah, but they to vain 
matters ; I and they labour, but I labour and receive a reward, 
whereas they labour and receive no reward ; I and they hasten — I 
to the life of the world to come, but they to the pit of destruction.* 
(For ‘ those who sit at street comers * the Jemsalem Talmud reads 
‘ those who frequent theatres and circuses.*) The second runs : 

‘ It was a favourite sa3dng of the Rabbis of Yabneh : I am a creature 
(of God) and my neighbour is also his creature ; my work is in the 
city and his in the field ; I rise early to my work and he rises early 

2b 
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to his. As he cannot excel in my work, so I cannot excel in his work. 
But perhaps thou sayest, I do great things and he small things. 
We have learnt that (it matters not whether) a man does much or 
little, if only he directs his heart to Heaven ’ (Berachoth 17 a). 

9. Hillel’s saying, ‘ Trust not in thyself till the day of thy 
death ’ (Aboth ii. 5) was not exceptional. The general Rabbinic line 
was that a man should not be too confident or too despairing about 
his chances of ‘ salvation.’ The Rabbis are often attacked both 
ways. Luke xviii. 9 and the quotation given in my Commentary, 
Vol. II. p. 556 fin., prove their self-righteousness. The famous story 
of R. Yochanan b. Zakkai’s death-bed, quoted on x. 28 (Berachoth 
28 b), proves their despairingness and want of confidence — their 
lack of regenerative and justifying faith. I do not see how you 
can have it both ways. I notice that S.B. (Vol. ii. p. 240) have 
no other good illustration to give except the passage quoted in my 
Commentary on p. 556 fin., for the quotations from Erubin 21 b 
cannot be so regarded. ‘ Raba quoted Canticles xii. ii, 12, and 
said, The congregation of Israel speaks to God : Do not judge me 
as one judges dwellers in cities, among whom are found thefts and 
adulteries and perjuries. I will show thee disciples of the wise 
who occupy themselves with the Law in the midst of distress ; 
and I will show thee children of Esau, to whom thou hast given 
good in profusion, and yet they have denied thee.’ ‘ Let us go up 
early to the vineyards. These are the houses of prayer and study : 
these are they who know the written word (the Scriptures) ; these 
are they who know the Mishnah ; these are they who know the 
Talmud.’ ‘ There will I give thee my love. I will show thee my 
glory and my greatness, the renown of my sons and my daughters.’ 
Israel’s praise of itself is very different from individual self-righteous- 
ness. It is not fair to identify, or to infer, the one from the other. 

14. S.B. consider, and, perhaps justly, that SeSiKaiwfxdvos 
here means simply ‘ forgiven.’ They go on to say that the Rabbis 
would have expressed the strongest disapprobation, and have been 
in the most emphatic disagreement, with Jesus in his verdict upon 
the tax-collector, because those who have dealt unjustly with their 
fellow-men cannot be forgiven till they have made restitution. 
There were legal statements to the effect that the repentance of 
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such men is difficult, who, like tax-collectors, do not know precisely 
whom, or all whom, they have injured. (It is assumed that every 
tax-collector was of necessity an oppressor : he farmed the taxes, 
and had to get as much as he could out of the unfortunate tax- 
payers.) ‘ He who robs the public (the many) must restore to the 
many. Worse is stealing from the many than stealing from an 
individual, for he who steals from an individual can appease him, 
and return the theft ; the former cannot ’ (Tosefta Baba Kamma 
X. 14, p. 367, foot. Then follows a famous decision : ‘ He who steals 
from a non- Jew is bound to restore the theft to the non- Jew. Worse 
is stealing from a non- Jew than stealing from a Jew, because of 
the Profanation of the Name ’). ‘ Hard is the repentance of the 
Gabbaim (Tax-collectors) and of the Tax-farmers ; they return 
(what they have wrongfully acquired) to those they know, and from 
the rest the needs of the community are defrayed ’ (T. Baba Mezia 
viii. 26, p. 390). Later on, apparently, there was only a formal 
return, so as to fulfil the obligation towards God (□'’D*^ r><V^), 

but the money was ultimately given back to the tax-collectors. 
As to the needs of the community, the making of cisterns and wells 
is suggested as a suitable means for the employment of the money 
(Baba Knmma 94 b). But such sayings (S.B. p. 248) are mainly 
legal. I am convinced that a repentant tax-collector, who gave 
up his job, would have been regarded by the Kabbis as a good 
penitent, and it would have been held that God would forgive him. 
I do not suppose that this, my view, could be rigorously proved 
and demonstrated by quotations. It is a question of feeling. He 
who has read much Rabbinic literature, and is impartial, will, I 
t hink , agree with me. Nor is there much self-righteousness in 
Erubin 21 b. Raba, quoting Canticles vii. 13, said, ‘Israel says to 
God, Lord of the world, I have ordained more injunctions upon 
myself than those which thou hast ordained for me, and I have 
observed them.’ The Pharisee of the story did mean that he had 
observed and done more than the Law required, and he was filled 
with seM-satisfaction and self-righteousness thereat. But I do not 
think that the naive sajdng of Raba can be so interpreted. The 
more laws and ordinances, the more beauty and glory and splendour 
and happiness, but not the more self-righteousness ; the more 
love to God, but not the more self-satisfaction. That Raba’s 
sa5dng is an allegorical interpretation of Canticles vii. 13 helps to 
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prove my case. ‘ 0 my beloved.’ That is God, and the speaker is 
Israel. 


xix. 10. Here in this noble verse we have once more an original 
utterance of the greatest importance and significance. The Rabbis 
spoke much of the imitation of God. But I do not find that they 
bade man imitate God in regard to that one of his activities which 
God describes in Ezekiel xxxiv. i6, the verse upon which Luke xix. 
10 is obviously based. And of what immense consequence this 
verse and its parallels have been ! Here Jesus goes far beyond his 
original mission and utterance in Mark i. 15 ; he himself will seek 
to help the sinner to repent ; he himself, by loving deeds and loving 
sympathy, will seek to save the lost. That is something both great 
and new. (to aTroXwXos ^rjrqao) are the words of the LXX in 
Ezekiel xxxiv. i6.) 

xxi. i~4. For this beautiful section the parallels (given by 
S.B. on Mark xii. 43, Vol. ii. p. 46 init,) have been here used already 
in the course of the long supplementary note to the Sermon on the 
Moimt, pp. 188, 189, 

xxiii. 34. ‘ Father, forgive them, for they know not what they 

do.’ I have spoken about these noble and beautiful words in the 
Commentary. Whether they are spurious or genuine does not, in 
one sense, much matter. Nor does it greatly matter if, being genuine, 
they refer, as Hamack argues, exclusively to the Roman soldiers. 
For the point is that they are now, and have practically always 
been, a portion of the Gospel story. They are a feature of the 
picture. It is true that Christendom has paid small heed to them. 
It has much more frequently and habitually given heed to the 
Gospel creation of the Jews thirsting for the blood of Jesus than 
the Gospel creation (if it be one) of Jesus forgiving those who sent 
him to his doom. Nevertheless, there stand the words, and ninety- 
nine readers out of every hundred would take them to apply to 
all the enemies of Jesus, whether Jewish or Roman, and not merely 
to the Roman soldiers. Hence, if ideals are to be matched with 
ideals, it is open for Christian scholars to say to Jewish scholars, 
what corresponding picture have you to set beside this picture of 
Jesus forgiving his enemies at the last hour ? What corresponding 
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picture, taken from the martyrologies of the Rabbinic literature ? 
And I am bound to reply that, so far as I know, there is none. 
Well, then, may it not justly be said that the words constitute a 
religious advance, or that they constitute a religious gem without 
which the religious literature of the world would be the poorer ? 
No doubt if the words are authentic, and if, being authentic, Har- 
nack is wrong as to their limitation, their beauty, their power and 
their effect are all the greater ; but even if they are not genuine, 
or if, being genuine, Hamack is right — even so they still remain 
an utterance of deep significance. Nor can we say that they have 
wholly failed or wholly been wasted. From time to time there 
have been examples in history — was not Nurse Cavell a most 
splendid instance ? — when the words have borne fruit and been 
fulfilled in deed. And the world is still going on. They may be 
fulfilled again. 

43. It may be interesting to quote the Talmudic story in 
which a Roman executioner is promised by a martped Rabbi 
that he shall receive the beatitudes of the life to come. It occurs 
in Abodah Zarah 17 b-i8 b. The story is told in two divisions, and 
clearly is partly legendary and partly historical. I shall have to 
make some omissions. ‘ When R. Elazar b. Perata I. and R. 
Chanina b. Teradion were arrested, Elazar said to Chanina, Happy 
are you that you have been arrested on one count, whereas I have 
been arrested on five. Chanina answered. Happy are you, who 
wiU be set free ; woe is me, who will not be delivered. You occupied 
yourself with the study of the Law, and with deeds of charity, 
whereas I occupied myself with the study of the Law only. Chanina 
said this according to the teaching of R. Huna, who declared. He 
who occupies himself with the study of the Law only is as if he had 
no God.’ I here make a long omission. ‘ They brought out R. 
Chanina and asked him, Why did you occupy yourself with the 
study of the Law ? He answered. Because God commanded me 
to do so. They then sentenced him to be burnt alive, his wife to 
be decapitated, and his daughter to be put in a brothel.’ Then the 
Talmud, as happens so frequently, falls a victim to its inveterate 
desire to find a reason in human sin for human suffering ; I omit 
the reasons which are given for all three sufferers. The story is 
then resumed with a fresh introduction. ‘ When R. Yose b. Eisma 



374 RABBINIC LITERATURE AND GOSPEL TEACHINGS 


was ill, R. Chanina b. Teradion went to visit him. Yose said to 
him, Brother, do you not know that God has given dominion to 
this nation (i,e, Rome); that it has destroyed his house, burnt 
his sanctuary, slaughtered his saints, and that it still is established ? 
And I hear that you still occupy yourself with the study of the Law, 
and carry a scroll of the Law in your bosom. Chanina said. Heaven 
will have mercy upon me. Yose replied, I say sensible words to 
you, and you answer, Heaven will have mercy upon me ! I shall 
be surprised if they do not bum you and your scroll with fire. 
Then Chanina said, What will be my lot as regards the life of the 
world to come ? Yose said, Have you anything to show ? ’ Once 
more we note the old doctrine in another form. What good deed 
have you done to merit the guerdon of the blessedness of the life 
to come ? ‘ Chanina said, Purim money got mixed up with alms 

money, and I gave it all to the poor.’ This apparently means that 
he supplied and put back the Purim distribution money from his 
own pocket. ‘ Then Yose said, In that case, may my portion be 
like unto your portion, and may my lot be as yours. After a few 
days R. Yose died, and all the great ones of Rome (the Roman 
authorities in Palestine) attended his funeral, and they mourned 
for him with a great mourning. WTien they returned, they met 
Chanina occupying himself with the study of the Law, holding 
assemblies m public, and carrying a scroll in his bosom. Then they 
took him, and wrapped the scroll round him, heaped bundles of 
willow wood about him, and set fire to them. Then they took 
woolly bits of cloth, soaked them in water, and laid them on his 
heart that he might not die quickly. Then his daughter said. 
Father, that I should have to see you thus ! He replied, if I were 
to be burnt alone, it would have been hard for me, but now that 
the Scroll of the Law is being burnt with me, He who will avenge 
His own humiliation in the burning of the Scroll will also avenge 
my humiliation. His disciples said to him, What do you see ? 
He replied. The leaves of the Scroll are being burnt and the letters 
are flying (up to heaven).’ The idea is that the divine word has an 
indestructible existence of its own, independent of the material to 
which it is temporarily attached. ‘ Then they said to him. Open 
your mouth that the fire may enter into it.’ (The object was that 
his tortures should be shortened.) ‘ He replied. It is better that 
He who gave me my soul should take it rather than that (I should 
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break the rule) Let no man do himself an injury (or let no man do 
violence to himself)/ Here the marked difference between Judaism 
and Stoicism becomes apparent. ‘ Then the executioner said to 
him, Master, if I increase the flame, and remove the bits of woolly 
cloth from your heart, will you bring me into the life of the world 
to come ? Chanina replied. Yes, I will. He said. Swear it to me. 
Then Chanina swore it. At once the executioner increased the 
flame, and removed the bits of woolly cloth from his heart, and 
his soul departed quickly. Then the executioner himself leaped 
into the fire (and was burnt). Then a heavenly voice was heard 
to say, R. Chanina b. Teradion and the Executioner are appointed 
for the life of the world to come. And Rabbi wept and said, Some 
attain their world (to come) in an hour, and some win it (only) in 
many years.* 
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ON FAITH 
By H. Loewe 

On re-reading my own remarks on Matt. viii. lo, one or two further 
points occur to me. 

Something new in J esus^ conception of faith. Is it something new, 
after all ? Is it not perhaps something very old and even super- 
seded ? This strikes me after looking up in succession all the passages 
on faith indicated on pages 201, 205. The impression left on one's 
mind is surely not that one is faced with a new theological develop- 
ment, but that one is right back again in Israel before the discovery 
of the Law. The counterparts to these passages are the episodes 
in the lives of Elijah and Elishah, eg, Naaman, the Shunamite, 
the widow’s cruse, etc. In such incidents the keystone is faith — 
faith pure and simple ; these incidents might be put in one book, 
together with the story of the centurion and other Gospel stories, 
and the whole would make continuous reading. Religion had 
advanced beyond this point. The Rabbis did not need so much to 
exhprt their hearers to have faith as to act on the consequences of 
possessing faith, to live morally, to repent, to observe the Law, to 
sanctify the Name, etc. Hence it would appear as though the 
stressing of faith were relaxed. But this is only on the surface. 
Faith was presupposed ; what they wished to inculcate was the 
practical application of the belief. Possibly we have but a linguistic 
or homiletic difEerence ; essentially the preaching of Jesus was that 
of the Rabbis, but the method differed. 

Was it the same ? One must always remember that Jesus was 
a free-lance, he had no responsibility. I am always saying this 
because it seems to me to intrude everywhere. He was in a position 
to pick and choose, to select a particular topic and ignore others, 
not out of indifference necessarily, but because other teachers were 
concerned with them. The difference is that between the rector of 
a parish, to whom the work of the church is the primary considera- 
tion, and the itinerant Salvationist. The rector must urge parents 
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to observe the Mitzvoth, e.g, to baptize their children, to be regular 
in church attendance, to support charities, and to take part in all 
the duties of a member of a congregation. The Salvationist can 
confine himself to popular preaching on the Atonement, ‘ the blood 
of Jesus washes away sins,’ ‘ only believe in the Cross, and you will 
be saved.’ But does the rector believe in faith any the less because 
he is apparently the more interested in fasting communion or the 
colour of vestments ? 

Again, what do we know of the preaching of the Eabbis to their 
Gentile audiences ? The Gospels tell us what Jesus said to Jews 
and to Gentiles, and we know that in speaking to Jews he ‘ fulfilled ’ 
the Law. We have not much evidence about the things which Jews 
said to Gentiles in the diaspora. We can form an idea by taking 
Jonah’s message to Nineveh as a sample, and by remembering 
various sayings about proselytes ; various sayings, because of the 
good as well as of the bad sayings. And the bad sayings about 
proselytes are exactly parallel to Jesus’ bad sayings about Jews 
\e.g. Matt. viii. Every preacher loses heart now and then, 

especially when he thinks his hearers are irreclaimable. (Incidentally 
one notices a difference between Jeremiah and Jesus in this regard.) 

I think that of the various Gospel passages about faith, 
some refer to Gentiles or rough Galileans, and when Jesus said to 
them, ‘ have faith,’ he meant ‘ for the moment believe (in God 
and me) : the next stage will come.’ He was awaiting some further 
development — either the End, or else an organization of these 
converts into communities, by himself, his followers, or the Rabbis, 
in which case institutionalized religion would follow and further 
demands would be made. I cannot think that at this stage of 
history he wanted empty faith alone, without some disciplinary 
effect on life. 

Another thing. Why did the faith-cures of Jesus arouse opposi- 
tion ? Was it because Jesus laid more stress on faith than the 
Rabbis did, or was it because he advocated a different kind of faith ? 
I think it was the latter, if we may assume that what applied to 
his followers applied to him. As an instance, cf, Eccles. Rabba on 
X. 5, the well-known story of Ben Pandira, discussed by Travers 
Herford in his Christianity in Midrash and Talmud, p. io8 : ‘ The 
son of R. Joshua b. Levi had an obstruction in his throat, so they 
fetched one of the disciples of Ben Pandira (i.c. a Christian) to 
remove it. R. Joshua asked, “ What did you say over him ? ” 
He said such and such a verse after such and such a verse.” Joshua 
replied, It would have been better that he had been buried rather 
than thou hadst said this verse over him.’” [The text is not quite 
clear : (a) Joshua may have said, ‘ What did he (the Christian) say 
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over you V (6) I think Wuensche (p. 136) is wrong in rendering 
‘ It would have been better for you (the Christian) to have been 
buried.’ I am sure that this refers to the patient. Joshua b. 
Levi taught at Lyd in 260 c.e.] 

Now, it is possible that Joshua b. Levi’s motive was simply an 
objection to Christian healing. But this is most unlikely, because 
Joshua was notoriously friendly with Jewish Christians. Nor can 
it be argued that, however friendly he may have been, he would 
have objected to cures being effected in the name of Jesus, just as 
we modem Jews, however friendly we may be to Christianity, 
deprecate Jews going to certain Mission hospitals, where they are 
invited to hear Christological prayers before receiving treatment. 
This cannot have been the case, because then it would have said, 
‘he recited a verse from the Evangelion,’ or ‘he invoked the name 
of Ben Pandira.’ But the term Pasuk can refer only to the O.T. 
scripture. The opposition cannot then have been that sometimes 
found in the mediaeval Church towards the employment of Jewish 
doctors. I think the objection was to the use of scriptural verses : 
it was done, but it was deprecated. M‘Neil (in his comment on 
Exodus XV. 26, Westminster Comm,, ‘ None of the diseases which 
I have put on the Egyptians will I put on thee, for I am the Lord 
who heals thee ’) says that the Jews used this verse as a charm. 
That is a half-tmth. What he should have said is that the use of 
this verse as a charm was strongly repudiated by Jewish teachers. 
According to Mishnah Sanhedrin xi. i, he who does so has no share 
in the world to come. Joshua, like many Rabbis, felt that it was 
an unworthy faith that awaited a direct answer to prayer, and that 
the recital of verses for curing came under this category. Other 
Rabbis, who, like Jesus, dealt with cruder folk, took the opposite, 
simpler view. 

It seems to me that faith in sickness or stress was differently 
interpreted by the Rabbis. I have already spoken about the 
element of miracles and on the stress of faith in Jesus over and 
above faith in God. I think that these elements were due not to 
the novelty of Jesus’ teaching about faith, but to their primitive- 
ness, due, possibly, to their being addressed to an audience less 
advanced theologically than the audience of Rabbis teaching in 
Judaea, from whom something more than mere passive acceptance 
of the belief in God was to be expected. Jesus’ view was ‘ unless 
you become as little children ’ ; it was a kindergarten teaching, 
needed for a kindergarten class. The Rabbis did not wish this to 
be given to those who had grown older, and had passed to a higher 
stage. 
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ON ‘ACTING CLEVERLY’ 

(S.B. VoL IV. pp. 14foU.) 

By H. Loewe 

AccoRDiNa to S.B. the outlook of the Jew is hopeless. Judaism 
lacks an adequate soteriology because the whole Rabbinic scheme 
of salvation collapsed, and this downfall was due to the deliberate 
subordination of the ethical element in religion to the dictates of 
private gain. By legalistic manipulations the interpretation of the 
Law was wrested from the true and made to conform to financial 
exigencies. This result was achieved by slavish adherence to the 
letter as opposed to the spirit : literalism was exerted to the fullest 
extent so as to make observance of the Law a paying proposition. 
Hence the Law ceased to be an effective instrument of salvation. 
Judaism became pure materialism. As a proof of this severe indict- 
ment five instances of duplicity are cited, viz. : 

1 . Ma^dser Sheni iv. 4: The evasion of the payment of the extra 
fifth enjoined on the owner who redeemed his own second 
tithe. 

11 . Sabbath xvi. 3 : The illegitimate rescuing of food from a fire 
on a Sabbath. 

III. Temurah v. i : Substitution practised in case of first-born of 

animals in defiance of the Law. 

IV. Nazir ii. 5 : Fraduluent arrangement on the part of the two 

Nazarites by means of which they were enabled to defray 
each other’s ritual expenses instead of each paying for a 
stranger. 

V. Tos. Bezah iii. 2 : Trickery in the rescue of an animal from a 

pit on the Sabbath day. 

Let it be granted for the moment that everyone of these in- 
stances is to be accepted at its face value, as assessed by S.B., 
and that no word in mitigation is possible. Is the conclusion justi- 
fiable ? Are the facts that a certain number of apparently shady 
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practices existed, or that some Rabbis enunciated principles that 
are said to be in flat contradiction to elementary ethics, sufficient 
to condemn the complete Rabbinic system ? If one were to ransack 
the speeches or writings of every ecclesiastical, patristic, or apostolic 
authority, if one were to make an ad hoc selection from Jesus’ own 
words, would S.B. deem Christianity to be judged fairly by such 
an arbitrary, fragmentary, and unrepresentative pot-pourri? 
Surely not. S.B. certainly may not be accused of unfair citation. 
For the defence they give far more evidence than for the prosecu- 
tion. This is the curious fault of their reasoning. They are scrupu- 
lously careful to state their opponent’s case. In the course of argu- 
ment they put in all the favourable testimony, but in summing up 
they almost entirely ignore it. They are guilty, not of suppression 
but of misdirection. The key to the puzzle is easy to find. They 
are fair enough in setting out the facts, but they have reached their 
conclusion before coming into court. Firmly convinced in advance 
of their conclusion, they are logically compelled to regard all evidence 
as negligible that seems to run counter to that conclusion. It is 
extraordinary that they do not see that much of their adverse 
section e is answered by their own favourable section /. They set 
out, with no qualifying clause or reservation, four important prin- 
ciples designed by the Rabbis to prevent legalism from overstepping 
che proper bounds : four principles of great force and frequent 
occurrence (in one case they use the words ‘ eine grosse Reihe von 
Ausspriichen,’ p. 15) should surely suffice to outweigh the instances 
of evasive action which they quoted as their thesis. Yet it is amazing 
to note S.B.’s conclusion that all these safeguards were superficial 
and unsuccessful ; they had no practical effect, and might as well 
not have been there at all. ‘ Jene Kautelen gleichen Schmuck u. 
Zierstiicken, die man ausserlich am nomistischen Lehrgebaude 
angebracht hat ; sie hatten auch fehlen konnen ; die nomistische 
Soteriologie ware von ihrem Fortfall unberiihrt geblieben.’ 

Let it be conceded for the sake of argument that the interpreta- 
tion is true and that, further, S.B.’s reasoning is correct, i,e. that 
owing to these legalisms, and in spite of the ineffectual KaiUdm, 
the whole system of Rabbinic soteriology crashed. The question 
immediately arises, what kept the Jews going ? If their soteriology 
crashed somewhere about a.d. 37, under the onslaught of Jesus, 
how is it that it lives to-day ? S.B. would surely make no claim 
that to-day and during the last 1900 years the Jew is and has been, 
man for man, morally worse than the Christian, and bereft of a 
hope of salvation ? No one in the face of history or conunon 
experience would make such an assertion ; S.B. are too learned 
and too fair-minded to do so. Where, then, has the Jew learnt 
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his morality, his love of truth and charity and virtue ? That there 
has been the slightest borrowing from Christianity cannot for an 
instant be imagined. Captive Greece may indeed take captive her 
rude conqueror, but the persecuted do not learn mercy and justice 
from their persecutors. What could Judaism have learnt from 
Christianity during the Arian or Iconoclastic controversies, during 
the suppression of heresy by the sword ? What Gospel rays could 
have lit up the Ghetto ? What influence could Eome or Constanti- 
nople have exercised on the heart of the Jew ? If to-day the words 
honesty, righteousness, charity, and the like have a meaning for 
the Jew the cause is no external one. Judaism has, in fact, been 
self-sufficing. Ex nihilo nihil fit ; the Rabbinic system could not 
have crashed, else how could we ‘ who cleave unto the Lord be alive 
all of us this day ? ’ 

That there has been progress and development in Judaism goes 
without saying, but from a dead root there can be no growth. A 
religion as unsound radically as S.B. suggest could not even have 
survived, much less have progressed. Two common errors — one 
Jewish, one Christian — are to be noted in connection with progress 
in Judaism. On the one hand certain Jewish scholars seem to deny 
progress as a force. They assume that as Judaism is to-day, so it 
was 2000 years ago. If so, we are no better than our fathers and, 
like Elijah, we should ask to die. These scholars believe that 
Judaism arose on Sinai fixed and immutable for aU time, but such 
a conception is pagan and un-Jewish. Athene so sprang from the 
head of Zeus, but the Torah is ever growing. Life without progress 
is not worth living for a man. But if we believe in progress and 
do not merely pay lip service to it as a fine ideal — for others — we 
must be prepared to pay the price, Le. to write down our assets if 
need be. Some great names never lose their lustre : others may 
now be valued as pioneers, whose achievements, valuable in their 
time, have been surpassed by those of their followers. Others again 
may have to be abandoned entirely : their point of view is no 
longer our own ; we have advanced beyond it. We must be pre- 
pared to say in a new sense, ‘ our fathers erred and are no more.* 
That there are Jewish scholars who, out of mistaken piety, deem 
this selective process unjustifiable is perfectly true. But they do 
not realize that they cannot combine adherence to progress with 
an inflexible resolve to justify every Rabbi who has ever lived. 
The point is surely not worth labouring, but it must be mentioned 
because of our present argument. On July 20-24, ^263, Moses b. 
Nahman was engaged at Barcelona in vinfficating, in the presence 
of the king, the soteriology of Judaism against the attacks of 
Pablo Christiani, who urged, much as S.B. do to-day, that the 
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system had crashed and that nothing remained for the Jew but 
baptism. A most noteworthy point about this highly interesting 
disputation was that when confronted with Pablo’s Ust of Talmudic 
monstrosities Nahmanides boldly threw overboard and abandoned 
the whole Haggadah, declaring that fables were no theology and 
that the private opinion of any individual Kabbi lacked corporate 
authority. Although it is more than doubtful whether some of our 
present-day friends would follow Nahmanides, his example is good 
enough for many orthodox Jews. Nahmanides is in this respect 
a surer guide. In the seven centuries that intervene between us 
and Nahmanides we have learnt even to go farther. We may 
pass from Haggadah into the field of Halakhah. We need have no 
scruples, if necessary, in casting overboard all the five cases so 
diligently gathered by S.B. We are quite content to say, ‘ Well, 
yes, they are unpleasant cases in the highest degree, but not one 
Jew in a thousand has heard of them, not one in ten thousand moulds 
his life on them, what then do they amoimt to ? ’ 

But if there are Jews who ignore progress, so also, in another 
direction, do S.B. They forget that Judaism has advanced, and 
they compare unlikes. They contrast primitive Judaism with one 
out of two norms, neither of which is a fair one. They involuntarily 
compare Mishnaic Judaism with Modem Christianity, expecting 
from Sepphoris the same canons, the same advance, and the same 
experience as the best academic and theological circles can show 
to-day. Or they compare the actual life of the Jew in Temple 
days with the theoretical utterances of Jesus. Now this will not 
do. You can match Trypho against Justin Martyr, Judah the 
Prince or Rab and Samuel against Jerome or Eusebius, but you 
cannot fairly expect every single Amora or Tanna to be the spiritual 
equal of Wesley or Henry Martyn, though in a very large number 
of cases the comparison would reveal equality. You can measure 
best with best and average with average, but not best with 
average, or the trial is unreal. Again, the Sermon on the Mount 
marks the highest level reached only by Jesus himself and is not 
to be regarded as representative of average Christianity. To measure 
the standards upheld in such ethical but purely theoretical declara- 
tions with those prevalent in everyday Jewish life contemporary 
with Jesus is uncritical. Instead, one must look to the primitive 
Church. Weighed against Paul’s converts in Romans i., for example, 
the average Jewish congregation would emerge with credit. One 
cannot fail to be astonished that when Paul or James reproach their 
Churches for grave moral lapses, the obvious conclusion does not 
seem to occur to them. The Jew could fling the Tu quoque at Paul. 

‘ Through the Law came sin to us, you say. But has your Christi- 
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anity brought your converts to a higher life ? You lash your 
Churches for shameless immorality such as never disgraced the 
Synagogue ; in your attacks on the Law have you been able to find 
things as bad with us ? ’ What, then, has your breach with the Law 
achieved save Bolshevik lawlessness ? S.B. in this excursus on the 
Bergpredigt seek, by raking up five doubtful practices on the part 
of the Jews, to make the greatness of Jesus stand out more clearly. 
They could have found with greater ease^a series of far more striking 
contrasts by turning over the epistles of the New Testament. 

But this does not imply a wholesale condemnation of the primi- 
tive Church : nor does it claim, correspondingly, a complete white- 
washing of the ancient Synagogue. All that is demanded is a 
recognition of the unfairness of comparing the best of one with the 
worst of another, with pitting 1928 against a.d. i, with picking this 
and ignoring that, and with deeming the part to be greater than 
the whole. No Jew judges Christianity by the sale of indulgences, 
by the Inquisition, by the not uncommon assumption that promises 
made to a heathen need not be kept.^ What are these compared with 
S.B.’s five points ? And if Christianity can legitimately be allowed 
to slough her skin for these big things, may not Judaism have a 
similar privilege for the smaller ones ? 

If like be paralleled with like, Judaism need have no fear. But 
if we were to follow S.B. we could take their five points and give 
them measure for measure from the mediaeval Church. What 
would be the good ? Such a travesty would no more be Christianity 
than are their five points a faithful summary of Rabbinic soteriology 
and its consequences.* 

Let us now consider the five points. It will be noted that they 
belong to practical life and not to abstract ethics. It is quite true 

^ E.g. of Richard I. and Saladin, or the Portuguese in India. 

• As these lines are being written, the columns of The Jewish Guardian (Jan. 4, 
1929, and previous issue) contain an illuminating example of this argument, in 
the shape of an attempt by a' Christian clergyman to justify the forcible baptism 
of the infant Edgar Mortara and his abduction from his parents by the Church. 
Now the fact that is of importance for us to note to-day is that, when this tragedy 
occurred in 1858, the voice of enlightened Christendom was joined to that of out- 
raged Jewry in loud, if ineffective, protest. But Jews to-day have long forgotten 
the Pope’s action and have long hoped that no Christian, stiU less no Christian 
clergyman, would ever be foimd to justify it. In spite of the letters of the Rev. 
A. F. Day they cannot believe that any Christians are influenced by the Mortara 
case, or would tolerate its repetition. This is the correct line to take, and Jews 
have a right to expect a similar attitude from S.B. One can always resurrect evil : 
the point is, is it dead and bereft of power, or does it still serve as a model T One 
could make Christianity responsible for the Mortara case only if the incident were 
paralleled by others, approved and still possessed of influence on Christians after 
an interval of seventy years. By the same reasoning S.B.’s five points may be 
left to repose in their far older tomb. 
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that Judaism takes cognizance of every sphere of life and that 
distinctions are hard to maintain between that which is sacred and 
that which is secular. But in the case of First Fruits, Tithes, etc., 
the process is rather reversed. In England tithes are regarded as 
an essentially ecclesiastical matter, because tithes go to the parson. 
But to the Jew the payment of tithes and all the other agricultural 
imposts corresponded roughly to the modem payment of Income 
Tax. It will be remembered that the Rabbis who discussed the 
methods by which the sums to be paid might be reduced were not 
concerned with the saving of their own pockets. How many Rabbis 
owned estates ? They were rather in the position of Inspectors of 
Taxes, who, well disposed towards their clients, pointed out how 
a lower assessment might be obtained by filling out the rebate 
clauses on the return. No doubt, in cases of bad harvests or domestic 
misfortunes some of the Rabbis remained adamant : others viewed 
the tithe-payer’s difficulties with pity and suggested a lightening 
of his burden. To fulfil the letter of the Law is not necessarily 
the same as defrauding the revenue. This is more descriptive of 
the situation than a picture of a voluntary charitable contribution, 
grudgingly devoted and deceitfully curtailed. 

But once again let us concede S.B.’s point ; let us suppose that 
these are five cases of lenience designed to save the Jew’s pocket 
at the expense of his conscience. If these are to be the norm by 
which we judge whether Rabbinic soteriology has crashed, well and 
good. It is notorious that the vast majority of the tithe and Sabbath 
regulations were not lenient. They were, on the contrary, stringent 
at the expense of the pocket. What then ? Well, if five lenient 
cases make the system crash, surely, by the same reasoning, the 
hundreds of stringent cases should uphold that system ! One can- 
not have it both ways. S.B. (iv. Part 2, p. 675) express their 
astonishment that OrhJi should have survived the Temple, when 
neither the need for this ordinance nor the means of enforcing its 
execution remained, yet the people carried it out freely and loyally. 
Or again, we need go no farther than the Gospels. S.B. condemn 
the Pharisees and their system for laxity, Jesus condemns them for 
their severity. S.B. blame them for not exacting Ma'aser Sheni^ 
Jesus for tithing rue and cummin. Which is right ? 

It has already been remarked that the Rabbis did not stand 
to gain : they were, if we apply the canon of Lucius Cassius, dis- 
interested parties. One need not now go into the cases where a 
Rabbi was Mahmir (inclined to rigid decisions) for himself but Meqil 
(lenient) towards others. Mr. Montefiore has done so on p. 323. 
Besides, it is not quite clear who, according to S.B., are the villains 
here, the Rabbis or the people. But in the first instance which 

2c 
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they quote, the saving of the pocket is the least direct of all. This 
instance deals with Ma'aser Sheni, which they correctly describe as 
a Zwangssparkasse (p. 668). The yeoman was in duty bound to 
save up for a holiday to Jerusalem. If he could not conveniently 
take his tithes in kind, owing to the distance, he had to convert 
them into cash, adding a fifth to the value. But the fifth 
simply meant in the end a fiith better time for him, not for some- 
body else ; it was a bookkeeping transaction. If the whole 
tendency of the Ma^aser Sheni regulations were legitimized cheat- 
ing, why are so many of the other regulations strict ? Thus the 
adjacent paragraph tells us that if Maaser Sheni be transferred 
from one place to another, and if the market rates vary in the two 
places, the assessment is to be that of the place of origin, not neces- 
sarily by the cheaper or by the dearer. 

The regulations differ, some being lenient, others rigid. Lenience 
often appears because, as the Gemara goes on to say, Berakhah is 
associated with this tithe, ‘ when the Lord thy God shall have 
blessed thee in all thy handiwork.’ This is to be a joyous holiday, 
not a strict duty. Hence the opinion that in the injunction ‘ if 
a man redeem his Ma^aser he must add a fifth to it,’ ‘ his ’ refers to 
his own and not to another’s. If you think this out, there is nothing 
very far-fetched in it. The underlying principle of Berakhah appears 
in other connections with regard to this Ma'aser, e.g, it must not 
be pledged (nD-)3 p«). (See HKno 

in Zoc.) This Ma^aser is to do what several well-disposed ladies 
and gentlemen have done at Oxford and Cambridge : it is to provide 
a Gaudy or College Feast, a good time. In the first part of M.S. 
iv. 4 we see that the beneficiaries of the legal fiction are, not the 
householder, but his friends or adult sons. The practice must not 
apply to young children or to Gentile slaves (IT'D because 

they are as he, and so he would benefit, for it would in any case 
be up to him to give them a good time and foot the bill. The result 
of the non? or ‘ Miiglich handeln ’ is that A’s friend B or A’s 
adult son C gets a better holiday. This point is not brought out 
by S.B., who leave it to be inferred that it is always A who scores. 

A, however, does score in the second case. A great deal is made 
of the question of Berakhah : the idea of the Ma^aser is enjoyment. 
Is then the householder to be at a disadvantage ? There are two 
principles involved : (i) that of the fifth, ( 2 ) that of ‘ enjoyment.’ 
Which is the more important ? This is the point at issue. Various 
views prevail. But the object of (i) was to secure ( 2 ), i,e. to prevent 
the ‘ Gaudy money ’ from being used at home by the owner, not 
to provide a tax for the Temple. The conclusion would seem to 
be that in certain districts modifications — evasions if you like — 
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grew up as local practice ; these some teachers condoned and 
approved, others condemned. Probably these divergences repre- 
sent local variations of custom and are older than the interpreta- 
tion of passages adduced for their sanction. In Ma'aser Shmi, as 
in other tithes and imposts, we find varieties of conformity. As 
S.B. — who never fail to give both sides — note (p. 641), the people 
were often over-generous, adding gold and silver baskets : they 
liked the pilgrimages, where they were welcomed with flutes and 
gaiety. S.B. might have made more of the niYD nriDts^ ; it is 
one of the Kaulden which they have overlooked. The taxes were 
not an intolerable yoke. The Haberim were meticulous in paying 
their dues, the Am ha-Aretz often were niggardly. Some people 
made extra gifts, just as, to revert to income tax, the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer sometimes receives gifts from patriotic citizens, 
Haberim, while others follow the lead of the Am ha-Aretz, Human 
nature does not change; one cannot expect a universal level of 
conscientiousness ; but one does not condemn the fiscal system of 
Great Britain or the honesty of Britons because people assess them- 
selves to their best advantage and because a few take refuge in 
dishonest evasions and unworthy subterfuges. 

Finally, before quitting the parallel of the income tax, it is 
well to recall that for the collection of the Jewish dues no sanction 
of force was available,^ and it is doubtful whether history can show 
many similar cases of regular voluntary effort. Voluntary effort 
under stress of a calamity, a war, a sudden charitable impulse, we 
know often enough. But this was something different. This was 
constant and general. A kindred example is furnished by Cicero 
in his Pro Fla^o, which teUs of the funds sent by the diaspora for 
the Temple : the total amount astonished the Eomans. When 
Jews were, year in year out, paying their religious taxes in this 
way, the puny instances of evasion count for little in comparison. 
To condemn the Rabbinic soteriology on their account would be as 
futile as to condemn Christology because of the trouser buttons 
which are, now and then, found in collection-bags. 

With regard to the two cases in which the Sabbath is concerned 
little need be said. No. V. (the animal in the pit) is dealt with by 
Mr. Montefiore in Synoptic Gospels on Matthew xii. ii, and Israel 
Abrahams’ Studies, 1. 135. 

No. II. concerns an emergency, and exceptional situations 
demand exceptional treatment. Bartinora’s commentary may be 
noted. He points out that the men originally came forward not 
as hired labourers but as neighbours. The goods being legally 

1 Aboth V. 1 1 -1 5 is scarcely to be understood if tithes could be recovered by 
civil process. 
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ownerless (h^qer), they were entitled to keep what they rescued 
from the fire, but they did not feel disposed to profit by another’s 
misfortunes — since the owner was bound to renounce his title — 
and so, after Sabbath, they ‘ reckoned ’ with the owner so that 
suitable accommodation might be reached. 

The Rabbis were bound to keep midway between two extremes. 
The Commandments were to be observed, but they were given 
‘ that a man live by them.’ One does not decree on the community 
more than the community can reasonably bear. The Law is for 
all time, but the Law is progressive. The accommodation of the 
Law to changed circumstances demanded much sincerity, much 
learning, and much tact. Here and there they may have erred, but 
the bulk of their work has stood the test of time ; we must not 
overrate the failures. The legal fiction is easy to attack, but it has 
its good side. It serves to preserve the memory of a principle. In 
fictione juris semper subsistit aequitas, said Blackstone.^ No system 
of law can do without it. Peppercorn rent is no immoral procedure, 
but a useful device of the leaseholding system. When the Duke of 
Wellington presents the reigning sovereign with a pennant every 
year in return for his tenure of his Scottish estate, the token is no 
evasion of proper rent, it is an historical memorial. That the legal 
fiction may lead to abuse will not be denied. Hard cases make 
good law in English and in Jewish jurisprudence. S.B. could have 
found stronger, though later, examples to adduce (e.g. selling the 
Hameq on Passover). But routine reduces nearly every legal form 
to mechanical observance. The institution of bail is one of the 
fundamental institutions of English justice, yet it is possible to 
describe the practice in the terms of Mr. Pickwick, who, it will be 
remembered, denounced the sureties as persons ready to perjure 
themselves before the judges of the land at half a crown a crime. 

Enough has been written on the question of legal fictions by 
Schechter in the Appendix to Mr. Montefiore’s Hibberi Lectures, and 
in the Jew, E'ncy., s,v. (i) Nomism, (2) Antinomianism, (3) Abroga- 
tion, and (4) Accommodation, It has been pointed out over and over 
again that the legal fiction is not always bad, not all-pervading, and 
not permanent. Only one other point suggests itself. Wkat was 
the alternative ? What did Jesus propose ? For him it was easy 
enough to denounce. He had no responsibility ; he was not called 
upon to be constructive ; he was in opposition. But what would 
he have done had he been in power ? We have seen the stoutest 
opponents of the Government, the boldest and most uncompromising 
Radicals become docile and conventional when office falls to their 
lot. The Keir Hardies and the John Bums become changed indeed 

^ For this view and the opposite see Eney, Bril,, ed. eleven, Vol. x. p. 319. 
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when they have to act and not merely to speak. The followers of 
Jesus in their turn were called upon to construct a practical policy. 
When faced with similar difficulties they also have had to make 
concessions. Canon law has its legal fictions, not only in the Vatican 
but in every Church which is a branch of institutionalized religion. 
History repeats itself regularly. Wesley was to the Anglican Church 
what Jesus was to the State religion of his age. But Wesleyanism 
triumphant has had to evolve its own legal system, and no doubt 
if one were to examine it with care a few anomalies and Kluglich- 
keiten might be revealed that are not in keeping with its founder’s 
intentions. If not, why the successive ofEshoots from the Wesleyan 
Church ? 

But in all these cases broad views must prevail. The test is 
not the legal fiction, not the institution, but the effect of the soterio- 
logy on life. Judged by this test and not by a few carefully selected 
details, irrelevant because they are unrepresentative and abnormal 
because of their rarity, the Rabbinic and the Christian systems, 
widely different but each appealing to millions of human souls, 
may be declared not to have crashed but to be fulfilling their God- 
ordained purpose. 
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ON REPENTANCE > 

The Rabbinic doctrine of Repentance is naturally based upon the 
Old Testament. Upon the varying conceptions of God and of his 
relation to man found in the Hebrew Bible the unsystematic and 
inconsistent religion of the Rabbis was reared. What we roughly 
call the Priestly and the Prophetic elements of the Old Testament 
both reappear in the Talmudic religion in a more or less successful 
harmony. 

Repentance in the Old Testament is essentially a religious con- 
ception, and is constantly and closely connected with eschatological 
ideas of the Judgment and of the Messianic Age. To a considerable 
extent it preserves this character in the Rabbinical hterature. It 
may be well to state here that I shall make no reference to any 
passage or theories concerning repentance which may be gathered 
from the apocryphal, apocalyptic, or pseudepigraphic writings. 
These sources are now easily accessible and fairly well known. It 
is, however, very noticeable, first, that nothing of great importance 
about repentance can be obtained from this quarter. The total 
amount of material is very small, and its quality on the whole is 
poor. Secondly, whereas the mixture of Hellenism with Judaism 
sometimes improved and spiritualized a given doctrine or created 
interesting novelties and developments, the reverse is the case with 
the subject of repentance. Sirach is better on repentance than the 
Wisdom of Solomon. The whole doctrine is genuinely and purely 
Hebraic, and Hellenism does not improve it. On the contrary, it 
tends to dry it up. Philo has little to say about repentance, and what 
he does say is of small account. In the New Testament the doctrine 
\ of Repentance is of importance in the Synoptics and in Acts, it is 
t hardly touched upon in the epistles of St. Paul, and is wholly absent 
from the Fourth Gospel. Repentance is an emphatically Hebraic 
conception, and its full development is a genuine and specific 
excellence of Rabbinical and post-Rabbinical Judaism.* 

1 Reprinted from The Jewish Quarterly Review, Vol. xvi., Jan. 1904, pp. 21 1 aeq, 

» ( 7 /. a striking note of F. Delitzsch in his Hebrew translation of the Epistle 
to the Romans. He alludes to a passage in the Pesikta Kahana 163 b (which I shall 
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There is no Hebrew noun in the Bible which exactly corresponds 
with our noun ‘ repentance/ ^ The verb Dnj seems to mean ‘ to be 
sorry, to feel pain or regret,’ and thus closely corresponds to the 
root-meaning of our word ‘ repentance.’ It is, however, mainly 
used in reference to God. Of human regret, or repentance, it only 
occurs some six or seven times.^ It does not appear to have acquired 
the particular connotation which was wanted. The root which was 
ultimately adopted, and of which only the verb is used in this sense 
in the Old Testament, had at once a more distinctly religious and 
also a more definitely practical significance. This verb is shvb, 
which we usually translate by ‘ turn ’ or ‘ return.’ It never quite 
obtained a technical meaning. It is used either of turning from evil 
or of turning to God. Its untechnical character is shown by the 
fact that it is also occasionally used to signify a turning away from 
God and rectitude. The noun Teshubah, which in the Talmudical 
literature is even more distinctly a precise theological term than 
repentance with us, is in the Old Testament only found in a non- 
religious sense. At what period Teshubah was first used to mean 
repentance, or at any rate ‘ a turning away from sin and a turning 
towards God,’ cannot be exactly ascertained. I believe that, so far, 
the word has not been found in the Hebrew original of Sirach. 
We are therefore unable to trace it back beyond the Mishnah and 
the Eighteen Benedictions. But the best scholars are more and 
more coming to believe that a considerable number of these Bene- 
dictions are pre-Christian, and reach back to the Maccabaean era. 
In that case a famous and familiar prayer would be the earliest use 
of the word Teshubah in its new meaning of repentance which we 
are able to adduce. Let me quote this prayer at once, for so much 
of the Rabbinic doctrine of Repentance is contained in it : ‘ Cause 
us to return, 0 our Father, unto thy Law ; draw us near, 0 our King, 
unto thy service, and bring us back in perfect repentance unto thy 
presence. Blessed art thou, 0 Lord, who delightest in repentance.’ 


subsequently quote), and says it is one, ‘ wo der Unterschied der jiidischen und 
christlichen Anschauung in die Augen springt. Nach jener Iftsst sich Gott versdhnen 
durcb Busse, nach dieser ist er versohnt durch das Mittlerwerk Christi, und wird 
dem Einzelnen versohnt, wenn dieser bussfertig und glftubig sich auf das der ganzen 
Menschheit geltende Mittlerwerk griindet. Die neutestamentliche Heilsordnung 
Gottes lautet auch wie jer. Maccoth ii. 6, f. 31 d. 

aber die Busse ist nicht das Shiinende selbst, sondern nur der Weg zur Versohnung * 
{Paulua dea Apoatela Brief an die Romer ... in daa Hebrdiache iiberaetzt von Franz 
Delitzach, 1870, p. 81). 

^ DHD in Hosea xiii. 14 is doubtful. If the text is correct, it means rather 
* pity ’ than ‘ repentance.’ 

* See Exod. xiii. 17 ; Num. xxili. 19 ; Judges xxi. 6 ; 1 Sam. xv. 29 ; Job 
xlii. 6 ; Jer. viii. 6, xxxi. 19. 
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The opening phrase ‘ Cause us to return ’ is Biblical. For the 
verb shuh is us^ not merely in the active, but also in the causative 
sense, and this usage is of great importance. Few sentences from 
Scripture are more familiar to Jewish ears than the verse in Lamen- 
tations : ‘ Turn thou us unto thee, 0 Lord, and we shall be turned ; 
renew our days as of old.’ 

It may be noted that shub, though more frequently connected 
with Israel and the community, is also applied to individuals. It 
is constantly followed by the ideas of pardon and restoration, and 
the annulment of intended punishment. It is a prophetic word, and 
rather religious than ethical. Apostasy from God can be healed by 
shub, Amos already employs the term, and the latest prophets do 
not neglect it. It is congenial to the prophetic element in the Book of 
Deuteronomy and to writers of the Deuteronomic school. Some of 
its instances acquired an intenser meaning, and are used again 
and again as texts by the Rabbinical fathers. Thus, to mention 
but two or three, we have the appeal of Hosea, ‘ 0 Israel, return 
unto the Lord thy God ; take with you words, and turn to the 
Lord,’ quoted, played upon, and developed an innumerable number 
of times. The same may be said of the summons, ‘ Return thou 
backsliding Israel,’ in Jeremiah, or of Ezekiel’s chapter about the 
wicked man who turns from his evil way and is forgiven. The 
divine readiness to receive the penitent, of which we shall hear so 
much, is often illustrated by Zechariah and Malachi’s exhortation, 
‘ Return unto me, and I will return unto you, saith the Lord.’ 
And where shub is used in quite a different signification and does 
not mean repentance at all, the Rabbis often interpret it in the 
familiar sense, with results which are sometimes almost amusing 
in their strange and strained ingenuity. 

The prophetic doctrine of Repentance in the Old Testament is 
crossed by the priestly and sacrificial ideas of atonement, purification, 
and forgiveness, which also obtained an enormous hold upon the 
minds and hearts of the Jewish people. The mixture produced by 
the two different strains of teaching was never wholly brought into 
harmony by the Rabbis, though the prophetic element is largely 
predominant, and gives ethical colour and tone to the priestly con- 
ceptions. But theoretic consistency was never achieved. 

The priestly ideas to which I refer centre in the institutions of 
the sin-offering and of the Day of Atonement. Of these the sin- 
offering became of diminishing importance. Even before the de- 
struction of the Temple, it is clear that the ethical substitutes for 
the sin-offering, which afterwards became aU-prevailing, had begun 
their beneficial influence. A large number of persons were unable 
to come up to Jerusalem to offer the statutory sacrifices. Moreover, 
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even in the Pentateuch itself, the sin-offering and the guilt-offering 
are usually associated with involuntary offences ; they are not 
supposed to be applicable or efficacious in the case of serious moral 
transgressions deliberately committed. Nevertheless, traces occur 
in the Babbinical literature of a less ethical conception of the 
sacrificial system. Thus we find it stated several times that no man 
in Jerusalem was burdened, or passed the night, with a consciousness 
of sin. For the morning sacrifice atoned for the sins of the night 
and the evening sacrifice for those of the day.^ Or, again, it is said, 
‘ As a man goes down to the brook dirty, and comes up clean, so a 
man went up to the sanctuary with sins, and came forth without 
them.’ ^ But, on the whole, the exaltation of the sacrifices is used 
rather to emphasize the necessity for their ethical substitutes — 
prayer, charity, and repentance — ^now that the possibility of sacri- 
fices had passed away. For he who truly repents ‘ is regarded by 
God as if he had gone to Jerusalem, rebuilt the altar and offered 
all the sacrifices of the law.’® It became a definite doctrine of 
the Rabbis that the substitutes for sacrifice are more potent than 
sacrifice.^ 

Far more important, however, than all other sacrifices, whether 
of the individual or of the community, were the ordinances of the 
Day of Atonement. Moreover, the Day of Atonement, though in 
the Pentateuchal legislation its essence and efficacy consisted in 
rites and sacrifices, which ceased when the Temple was destroyed, 
maintained and even increased its significance and solemnity after 
the sacrifices and the rites had disappeared. The persistence of 
the Day of Atonement’s atoning efficacy independently of the 
Temple produced momentous effects in the Jewish religion, and was 
operative both for good and for evil. 

It is impossible and needless to enter here upon a discussion of 
the objects and limitations of the Day of Atonement ordinance as 
laid down in the sixteenth chapter of Leviticus. We must, however, 
note first that the atoning power of the Day seems to reside in the 
rites performed by the priest, including the sacrifices and the 
scapegoat; and, secondly, that, in spite of certain qualifying implica- 
tions elsewhere, the atonement was apparently efficacious for every 
kind of transgression. The words are, ‘ on that day shall he make 
an atonement for you to cleanse you, that ye may be clean from 
all your sins before the Lord.’ Yet clearly, before the Temple was 
destroyed, a double process had set in. In the first place, the Day 


1 Numbers R. xxi. 21 (on xxviii. 3) ; Pesikta 55 b, 61 b. 

* Midrash Psalms on v. § i, 26 a. 

* Leviticus Rabba vii. § 2, etc. 

* Numbers Rabba xiii. § 18. 
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itself, with its fasting and confession, had acquired a solemn signifi- 
cance and value over and above the sacrifices and the scapegoat 
and the blood. Secondly, the Day became spiritualized. A deeper 
view of sin and of repentance grew up, a nobler conception of forgive- 
ness and atonement. The local synagogues in every village and 
town aided both these developments. Hence the Day of Atonement 
survived the fall of the Temple, and its holy importance was even 
increased by that tragic event. On the one hand, it afforded room 
for a certain growth of superstition and formalism ; on the other 
hand, it supplied opportunity for lofty thoughts and high endeavour. 
Sometimes the two strains or tendencies are oddly fused together. 
Fasting and prayer, repentance and ‘ good works,’ ritualism inde- 
pendent of sacrifice and high doctrine transcending it, enabled the 
people and their teachers to overcome the shock of the Temple’s 
loss, and to fashion a religion far superior to that of the priests.^ 

Yet Judaism could hardly have survived the days of Titus and 
of Hadrian had it not been that by that time the doctrine of a future 
life was ingrained into the hearts of all. As Gunkel has well said, 
that dogma marks an epoch and a dividing line. On the one side 
is the Judaism which precedes it, on the other the Judaism which 
comes after. The famous story of the son who, at the request of 
his father, climbs a tree, fetches the eggs, and lets the parent bird 
go free — thereby fulfilling two Pentateuchal commands by a single 
act — and who then falls down and is killed, shows the measure of 
the change. For, according to the story, the promise of the fifth 
commandment was not made void by the son’s fall, but, on the 
contrary, was confirmed. For the promise of ‘ length of days ’ was 
realized in the life to come.^ Our own immediate subject is also 
changed, like all other religious conceptions, by the doctrine of the 
resurrection. For repentance becomes not only connected with the 
redemption of Israel in the Messianic age, but also with the lot of 
each individual Israelite at the last judgment, and in the world to 
come. The solemnity of life, and the tremendous issues with which 
right and wrong are charged, were vastly increased. 

According to a familiar passage in the Mishnah, further elaborated 
in the Talmud, l^he world receives its yearly judgment in the peni- 
tential season between New Year and the Day of Atonement.";) I 
cannot go into the origin or even the details of this curious con- 
ception. It is sufficient to notice that this strange idea undoubtedly 
exercised a very considerable influence upon religion and upon 
action, ^he Talmud states that three books are opened on New 
Year’s Day : the righteous are inscribed for life, the wicked for 

^ Cp, throughout the informing and interesting articles on Atonement and the 
Day of Atonement in the Jewish Encyclopedia. * Kiddushin 39 b. 
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death, while the ‘ intermediate ’ remain in suspense till the Day 
of Atonement. By good works and repentance they can make 
the swaying balance incline in their favour. Moreover, even the 
wicked — ^this seems the general idea — can cause the inscribed 
decree to be cancelled. Such is the power of repentance.^ These 
odd conceptions had effects for good and evil. They produced a 
certain amount of formal charity, and of ‘ good works ’ in the bad 
sense of the word, in the interval between New Year and the Day 
of Atonement. They produced some mere outward repentance and 
formalism, both then and upon the Day of Atonement itself. The 
notion that God was especially near to man, anxious and eager to 
pardon during the penitential season, was not entirely healthy. 
But, on the other hand, as repentance meant reparation and change 
of life, it is certain that many a quarrel was made up, many an 
injury made good, many a sin abandoned, many a good action 
accomplished. A real and lasting reformation of character was 
sometimes initiated, together with a deepening of the desire of the 
soul for closer communion with God. 

The same double result was and still is the consequence of the 
Day of Atonement. For our present purpose we must note that 
the prevailing view, even when the juridical effect of the Day of 
Atonement is under discussion, is that while for some sins repent- 
ance is inadequate to secure immediate forgiveness, there is no sin 
for which the Day of Atonement without repentance can achieve 
the divine pardon. The famous Mishnah in Yoma (viii. 8) runs as 
follows : ‘ Death and the Day of Atonement atone together with 
repentance ; repentance atones for light sins, whether of omission 
or commission ; for heavy sins repentance holds the matter in 
suspense, till the Day of Atonement comes and atones.’ ^ Here 
there is no atonement without repentance, but the Day of Atone- 
ment is required to complete the efficacy of the repentance. In 
another passage, however (Mishnah Shebuoth i. 6), the scapegoat 
is stated to atone for all sins, and no mention is made of repentance. 
The words are ‘ Other sins mentioned in the Law [besides the pollu- 
tion of the sanctuary], whether light or grave, voluntary or in- 
voluntary . . . are atoned for by the scapegoat.’ But this Mishnah, 
though supported by R. Judah the Prince, is contradicted by a 
subsequent R. Judah, and other authorities are also quoted to 
the effect that the atoning eflScacy of the scapegoat only applies 
to those who have repented of their sins.^ In the Jerusalem Talmud 
another suggestion is made, namely, that the Day of Atonement 

^ Cp,, e.g.y Rosh ha-Shanah 17 b; Yebamoth 105 a ; Pesikta Kahana 163 a. 

* Cp. Yoma 85 b. 

* Shebuoth 12 b— 13 b. Cp» also Commentaries on Mishnah Shebuoth i. 6 (I.A.). 
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brings pardon even without repentance for sins of omission, whereas 
for sins of commission (always regarded as more serious by the 
Talmudists) repentance is an indispensable condition.^ Babbi 
Ishmael taught that there were four classes of atonement, and 
repentance was necessary for them all. ‘ If a man transgress a 
negative commandment, and repent, he is forgiven at onc.e ; if he 
transgress a positive commandment, and repent, repentance holds 
the matter in suspense, till the Day of Atonement comes and 
atones. If he sin in matters involving the penalty of being “ cut 
off from his people,” or death at the hand of the Sanhedrin, repent- 
ance and the Day of Atonement hold the matter in suspense, and 
sufferings complete the atonement. But if he has profaned the 
divine name, repentance cannot hold the matter in suspense, the 
Day of Atonement cannot atone, and sufferings cannot complete 
the atonement, but they all together can (only) hold the matter 
in suspense, and death completes the atonement.’ ^ Maimonides, 
in his codification of the Talmudic Law, says that the scapegoat, 
without repentance, atoned only for slight transgressions ; but I 
have not found a similar formula in the Talmuds.® In any case 
Maimonides makes a sharp distinction between the scapegoat and 
the Day of Atonement itself, and he proceeds to observe that, 
since the destruction of the Temple, ‘ There is nothing left us but 
repentance, which, however, atones for all transgressions.’ And 
undoubtedly this is the prevailing Eabbinic view. Without repent- 
ance, no rites and no Day of Atonement can atone ; with repentance, 
no sin can separate between man and God.^ 

^ Jer. Yoma viii. 6 (Schwab, v. p. 255). 

* Yoma 86 a ; Aboth R. Nathan, chap. 29, 44 b. The same passage occurs with 
slight variants in Mechilta on Exod. xx. 7, p. 39 a (ed. Friedmann), and also in 
Tosefta Yoma v. (iv.) 8, p. 190. Further ^cussion upon the precise power of re- 
pentance to effect by itself expiation and forgiveness is found in Yoma 85 b fin, and 
86 a iniU As negative commands are more important than positive commands (i.e. 
sins of commission are worse than sins of omission), it is asked : Why does the 
Mishnah say that Repentance atones both for light sins of commission and omission ? 
For if it atones for sins of commission, a fortiori it atones for sins of omission. 
R. Judah then suggests that the sins of commission meant are not such sins 
of commission as consist in the transgression of a negative command pur et simple^ 
but only those sins of commission which consist in the transgression of such negative 
commands os depend upon a positive command. (1 suppose, e.g,, that the transgression 
of Exodus XXXV. 3 would be a sin of commission, consisting in the transgression 
of a negative command depending upon the positive command of Exodus xx. 8.) 

* It may be, as suggested by a commentator (oOrr on the last words 

of Jer. Yoma viii. 6, that Maimonides derived his view from that passage, which 
is indeed somewhat corrupt in the editions (I. A.). 

* Cp. Tosefta Yoma v. (iv.) 9, p. 190: ‘ Sin-offering and guilt-offering and death 
and the Day of Atonement do not expiate without repentance,’ though R. Judah 
argues that the day of death is equivalent to repentance. 
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It may be desirable to quote a few passages in order to show 
the combination of lower and higher thought which sometimes 
occurs as regards the penitential season and the Day of Atonement. 
It may more accurately be said that these passages show, not so 
much a fusion or combination of higher and lower thought, as a 
desire to adjust the purer conceptions of repentance to the letter 
of the Priestly Law. For the Talmudists oscillated, as it were, un- 
consciously between two opposing doctrines. On the one hand, 
repentance and goodness are superior to sacrifice, and therefore 
the existing means of atonement are superior to the old sacrificial 
system ; on the other hand, the sacrificial system, like every other 
part of the Law, is perfect and divine, its loss a punishment and a 
deprivation, its return certain and desirable. 

Thus, for instance, the famous words, ‘ Seek the Lord while he 
may be found, call ye upon him while he is near,’ were interpreted 
to mean, ‘ Seek him specially between New Year and the Day of 
Atonement when he dwells among you.’ During that short season 
the inscribed decree, not yet sealed till the Kippur day, was still 
susceptible of revocation and annulment. But these reflections are 
modified by others. It is asserted that to a community God is near 
at all times, and in other passages the whole conception of finality 
at the Day of Atonement is practically abandoned.^ More than 
once we meet with the following : * On the eve of the New Year 
the great (1 pious) ones of a given generation fast, and God remits 
them a third of their sins ; from New Year to Atonement individuals 
fast, and God remits them a third of their sins ; on the Atonement 
Day all fast, and God says : What is done is done ; from this 
time a new reckoning begins.’ ^ Elsewhere, too, the seeming 
importance of fasting is insisted on. Thus we read, ‘When the 
Temple existed, a man brought a sacrifice, and it made atonement 
for him ; now that the Temple is no more, our soul is raised to thee 
in fasting, and thou reckonest the affliction of our souls as a perfect 
sacrifice, and we have nothing to which to cling but thy mercy.’ ® 
Or, again, a Rabbi says, ‘ May the diminution of my fat and blood 
be regarded as if I had offered them upon the altar.’ * But one 
must not suppose that any but superstitious and foolish persons, 
who exist in all religious communities, believed that the fast, how- 
ever imperative, was of avail without repentance and change of 
life. The familiar saying about the Ninevites marks the true 
Rabbinic position,® ‘ My brethren, it is not said of the Ninevites 

^ Pesikta Kahana 156 b ; Rosh ha-Shanah 16 a, b ; Yebamoth 105 a, etc. 

* Ecclesiastes Rabba on ix. 7 ; Leviticus Rabba xxx. § 7, on xxiii. 40. 

* Midrash Psalms on Ps. xxv. (3). 

* Berachoth 17 a. 

® Mishnah Taanith ii. i, and 15 a, i6a. 
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that God saw their sackcloth and their fasting, but that God saw 
their works, that they turned from their evil way.’ ‘ Be not like 
fools,’ say the teachers, ‘ who, when they sin, bring a sacrifice, but 
do not repent. They know not the difference between good and 
evil, and yet venture to make an offering to God.’ ^ Several other 
passages could be quoted of similar import. 

In other ways, too, the universality of the Day of Atonement’s 
efficacy was curtailed. The same Mishnah in Yoma (viii. 9) goes 
on to say : ‘ If a man says, I will sin and repent, I will sin and 
repent, he is not allowed to repent. If a man says, I will sin, and 
the Day of Atonement will atone, for him the Day will bring no 
forgiveness. For sins between man and God the Day of Atonement 
brings forgiveness, for sins between man and man the Day brings 
no forgiveness until he is reconciled with his neighbour.’ The first 
two of these clauses indicate the anxiety of the Rabbis to prevent 
the Atonement Day from degenerating into sheer superstition, and 
thus doing more harm than good. Hence the importance of the 
doctrine that for certain sins, or for certain attitudes of mind, repent- 
ance is impossible, or, as they put it, prevented. It may be con- 
venient to indicate the views of the Rabbinic fathers upon the 
divine element in repentance, both in the way of aiding and of 
impeding its accomplishment. 

There is no doubt that the Rabbis were strong believers in the 
freedom of the will. It is a man’s own fault if he sins ; under 
normal circumstances he can be good if he chooses. Ordinarily, 
moreover, it is never too late to mend. It may indeed be argued that, 
like Ezekiel, they taught a somewhat too atomistic kind of ethical 
psychology, as if a man could at his own will jump from virtue to 
vice or from vice to virtue. The dictum that God judges a man 
according to his present moral constitution is constantly repeated.^ 
Yet the other side of the question is also not neglected, and it would 
be false to think that the Rabbis did not believe in divine help 
towards the achievement of rectitude or in the struggle for repent- 
ance. A famous passage in Yoma, often quoted elsewhere, though 
Maimonides misinterprets it in the interests of his own combative 
theology, is quite conclusive upon this point. ‘ For him who would 
pollute himself, the doors are open ; he who would purify himself, 
is helped.’ The simile which follows strengthens and explains the 
adage. ‘ It is like with the seller of naphtha and balsam ; if a man 
buys naphtha, the seller says. Measure it yourself ; if he buys 
balsam, the other says : Wait and I will help you measure, that we 
may both be perfumed.’ ‘ Our father and king,’ runs the familiar 
supplication, ‘bring us back in perfect repentance unto thy pre- 

1 Beraohoth 23 a. * Cp., c.gf., Genesis Rabba liii. § 14. 
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sence.’ ^ ‘ It is never too late to mend,’ like most proverbs, repre- 
sents one side of a complex truth. And so the Rabbis have no 
consistent theory, but give expression to the various facts of life as 
they crop up or occur to them. 

Thus we read in a quaint passage of the Midrash, the environ- 
ment of which it would be a shame to cut off, ‘ It says in Canticles : 
His mouth (lit. palate) is most sweet. That is God. As it says in 
Amos : Seek me and live. Is there a sweeter palate than this ? 
It says in Ezekiel : I have no pleasure in the death of the wicked. 
Is there a sweeter mouth than this ? If a man has all his life been 
a complete sinner, and at the end becomes completely righteous, 
he will no longer stumble against wickedness, and God will account 
his former sins as merits, for it says : Myrrh, aloes, and cassia 
are all thy sins [here by a slight change of vowels the Midrash 
changes the garments of the original (Ps. xlv.) into sins !]. Thus 
his sins against God are as myrrh and aloes at the season of his 
contrition.’ ^ 

The Talmudists admit the possibility of death-bed repentances, 
and there are some good stories and striking adages on the subject. 
Thus, when R. Meir urges his teacher Elisha b. Abuya to repent of 
his apostasy, the sinner replies, ‘ Up tdl when will they receive 
me ? ’ and the answer is, ‘ Till the very hour of death.’ ‘ God leaves 
the chance of repentance open even in the very moment of his judg- 
ment.’ Of a Rabbi whose sin of unchastity was notorious, the 
story is told that in the very hour and passion of his sin a fervour 
of repentance befalls him. He rushes forth and calls on the hills, 
and on heaven and earth, and on sun and moon and stars to implore 
for him compassion from God ; but they reply, each quoting a verse 
of scripture, that they have enough to do in asking compassion for 
themselves. Then he cries and laments till his soul leaves him, and 
a heavenly voice is heard to say that R. Eliezer b. Durdaya is 
destined for the world to come. Thus repentance and death atone 
for the most grievous sin. The remark with which R. Judah 
the Prince receives the story is a frequent one in the Talmud, 

‘ Many can gain the world to come only after years and years, while 
another gains it in an hour.’ And on this occasion the same Rabbi 
adds the quaint expression, ‘ Not enough that the penitent are 
received, they are even called Rabbi ! ’ ® 

Still, though the general tone of the Rabbis is joyful and en- 

^ Yoma 38 b, 39 a ; Singer’s Prayer Book, p. 56. 

2 Numbers Rabba x. § i. Gp, Jer. Peah i. i, 16 b (Schwab, n. p. 20) ; Exodus 
Rabba xxxi. § i ; Kiddushin 40 b. 

» Ruth R. vi. § 4 ; Tanchuma B. xi., 20 a (Baoher, Agada der paldst. 

Amorder, n. p. 360, n. 4) ; Abodah Zarah 17 a, 18 a. Cp. Genesis Rabba Izv. § 22. 
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couraging, God being represented as being eager to induce the 
sinner to repent up till the very last possible moment, they are not 
unaware that the evil inclination, the sinful tendency, at first weak 
as a spider’s web, may become, through repeated sins, as strong as a 
cart-rope. At first a guest, it is at last the master of the house. The 
doctrine of habit is not unknown to them. Thus they say, ‘ If a man 
has the chance to sin once or twice and he resists, he will not sin 
again.’ ‘ If you do not commit a sin three times, God will keep you 
from committing it for ever.’ Sin hardens man’s heart. ‘ If a man 
pollutes himself a little, they pollute him much ; if a man sanctifies 
himself a little, they sanctify him much.’ ^ Frequently the sentence 
occurs, ‘ If a man has committed the same sin twice, it seems to him 
to be permitted.’ ^ And the warning is uttered, ‘ A man is forgiven 
for his first offence and for his second and third, but not for the 
fourth.’ In one place among the five kinds of smners for whom 
there is no forgiveness figure those ‘ who sin in order to repent, 
and those who repent much and always sin afresh.’ * In another 
passage we read, ‘ He who says I will sin and repent, is forgiven 
three times and then no more.’ These quaint phrases, with their 
seemingly absurd precision, are all half*playfully deduced in odd 
and far-fetched ways from Biblical sentences or words ; they must 
not be taken literally, but in their spirit. 

I More serious is the doctrine that for some sins repentance is 
impossible. Over and over again we have the saying, ‘ For him who 
sins and causes others to sin no re^ntance is allowed or possible.’ * 
The hardening of Pharaoh’s heart is explained and justified on the 
theory that after giving several chances of repentance to a man, 
God shuts his heart against repentance, so that he may punish him 
for his sins.® ‘ He who is wholly given up to sin, is unable to repent, 
and there is no forgiveness to him for ever.’ ® The idea that he who 
causes the many to sin will not be aUowed to repent is partly due 
to the common Talmudic doctrine that the worst sin is making 
others sin, just as the highest goodness is helpiug others to be good. 
But it is also partly to be accounted for by the very practical 
conception of repentance entertained by the Rabbis. The usual 
critics of the Rabbinic religion may say that this practical conception 
of repentance is a mark of legalism. That the Rabbinic equivalent 
of the verb ‘ repent ’ is to ‘ do repentance ’ has actually been used 
as an argument to show that Rabbinic repentance is a mere outward 

^ Yoma 38 b, 39 a •' * They pollute him * is almost equivalent to * He is 
polluted.* 

> Yoma 86 b, etc. * Yoma 85 b ; Aboth R. Nathan xxxiz. 58 b and xl. 60 b. 

* Aboth V. 26 ; Sanhedrin 107 b ; Yoma 87 a. 

* Exodus Rabba xi. }{ i and 3. 

* Midrash Psalms on Ps. i. Jin. 
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rite, an opus operutum} The criticism is groundless and unjust, 
but it is true that to the Rabbis the essence of repentance lay in 
such a thorough change of mind that it issues in change of life and 
change of conduct. To repent from the fear of God is better than to 
repent through chastisement or suffering, and to repent from love 
is better than to repent from fear.^ The true penitent is he who has 
the opportunity to do the same sin again, in the same environment, 
and who does it not.* To repent in old age of the sins of manhood 
or youth is of no great merit or avail.* It is, moreover, of the essence 
of repentance that the injury done to his neighbour should be 
repaired by the sinner, and the pardon of that neighbour obtained. 
This is the meaning of the Mishnah, that the sins of a man against 
his neighbour cannot be forgiven before satisfaction has been 
rendered and reconciliation secured. Although, from one point of 
view, nothing can be worse than idolatry or apostasy, yet the 
Talmudists also lay down the maxim that as he who is good towards 
heaven and towards his fellow-men is a good ‘ Zadik,’ and he who 
is good towards heaven and bad towards his fellow-men is a not 
go^ ‘ Zadik,’ so he who is wicked against heaven and wicked 
against his fellow-men is a bad sinner, while he, who is wicked 
against heaven, but not wicked against his fellow-men, is a not bad 
sinner,® 

In accordance with this view the Talmudic prescriptions about 
practical repentance are very pressing and precise. So far as an 
injury could be undone, it was essential to cancel it as a condition 
of reconciliation with God. Reparation is a test of sincerity. Thus 
we find in Yoma : * R. Isaac said : If a man affronts his neighbour, 
though only in words, he must appease him. If he can be appeased 
by a gift of money, spare it not if thou hast it, but if not, get friends 
to appease him. R. Chisda said : Thou must ask his pardon before 
three friends, and must ask it three times, and, says R. Yose b. 
Chanina, not more. R. Joseph b. Habish said : If the man thou hast 
wronged has died, thou must take ten persons with thee to his grave 
and say, I have sinned against the Lord and against this man whom 
I wronged.’ The story is told that one Rabbi went to the house of 
another offended Rabbi on the eve of thirteen successive Days of 
Atonement to ask his forgiveness. Even though the wronger has 
made complete reparation in kind, says the Mishnah (Baba Kamma 
viii. 7), his deed is not forgiven till he has asked pardon from the 

^ Cp. my article on * Rabbinic Judaism and the Epistles of St. Paul,’ 

Jan. 1901, p. 202 ; Weber, Jiidiache Theologie, 2nd ed. (1897), p. 261, and the note 
on p. 409. 

• Yoma 86 a. * Yoma 86 b. 

* This seems the meaning of the saying in Abodah Zarah 19 a ; but cp, also, for 

the other side, the graceful passage, Sukkah 53 a. * Kiddushin 40 a. 

2d 
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wronged. Why it is said that pardon need not be asked more than 
three times depends partly upon an odd interpretation of a Biblical 
verse, and partly upon the idea that if a man has been three times 
publicly besought by another to forgive him and still refuses, then 
the sin reverts to him and leaves the original offender. The refuser 
is called cruel (Achzari) and is false to the character of the true 
Israelite. The adages occur : ‘ If a man yields his rights, his sins 
are forgiven.’ ‘ God forgives him who forgives his neighbour.’ 
‘ So long as we are merciful, God is merciful to us ; if we are not 
merciful to others, God is not merciful to us.’ ^ And it is from the 
practical point of view, though rather oddly exaggerated, that com- 
plete repentance is considered as impossible or difl&cult to those 
persons who, from the very nature of their sin, cannot make a 
complete restitution. Thus he who makes others sin is unable to 
undo his wrong, for he cannot know or reach all those whom he has 
influenced for evil. This seems to be the real reason of his inability 
to become a perfect penitent, rather than the fantastic explanation 
in Yoma that it would never do for him to be in heaven and his 
deluded disciples in hell. So we are told that it is difiicult for shep- 
herds and tax-collectors to repent, the idea being that they do not 
know the actual persons whom they have wronged, and thus cannot 
make complete restitution.^ We must, however, take these utter- 
ances with a grain of salt. From what is said about repentance 
elsewhere, it would seem impossible to believe that the Rabbis 
actually meant that a shepherd, even though he had fed his flock 
upon various meadows whose owners were unknown to him, or if 
he had forgotten to whom they belonged, or the particular spots 
where he had pastured his sheep, would not be forgiven by God if 
his repentance were sincere. Perhaps their meaning is rather that 
wrongs committed against indefinite persons are not merely less 
easy to repair, but more usually persisted in and less frequently 
regretted and abandoned. 

However this may be, it is certain that the real stress of the 
Rabbis was laid upon the sincerity of repentance. That is why they 
talk so often about the question of repeated sins and repeated con- 
fessions.® If a repentance does not produce a change of heart and 

1 Yoma 87 a, b; Jer. Yoma viii. 8; Baba Mezia 115a; Rosh ha-Shanah 
17 a; Jer. Baba Kamma viii. 8, 6 c (Schwab, x. p. 67) ; Tosefta Baba Kamma 
ix. 30 ; Yoma 23 a ; Megillah 28 a. 

• Baba Kamma 94 b, and Wuensche’s explanatory note, ii. 2, p. 42. In 
Maimonides* section on Repentance, chap, iv., the list of such persons is consider- 
ably extended. 

* Cp, the many discussions as to whether old or repeated sins are or are not 
to be confessed again upon successive Days of Atonement. Cp. Yoma 86 b ; 
Exodus R. lii. § 2 ; Mid. Psalms xxxii. (2) ; Jer. Yoma viii. 9 (Schwab, v. 
P- 257)- 
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deed, what can it be worth 1 Thus they say that it is useless to 
confess with the mouth till the heart overflows with repentance. 
Quoting as usual the Hosean bidding, ‘ Take with you words,’ the 
Pesikta remarks : ‘ God says to the Israelites I do not exact of you 
sacrifices or sin-offerings, but that you appease me with prayer 
and supplication and the collection of the heart.^ “ Take words,” 
yet not mere empty words, but confession and prayer and tears.’ 
Familiar and frequent is the saying : ‘ If a man has an unclean thing 
in his hands, he may wash them in all the seas of the world, and he 
will never be clean. If he throw it away, a little water will quite 
suffice.’ 2 

The Rabbis were far from confining the need or utility of 
repentance to the penitential season from New Year to the Day 
of Atonement. Very common with them is the saying, ‘Repent 
one day before thy death.’ When his disciples said to R. Eliezer, 

‘ Does then a man know when he will die ? ’ he answered : ‘ The 
more necessary that he repent to-day. Then if he die to-morrow, 
all his days will have been passed in penitence, as it says : Let thy 
garments be always white.’ ® 

For repentance is the great mediatorial bond between God and 1 
man. It entered into the divine plan from the beginning. Hence ' 
the frequent doctrine that repentance was one of the seven things 
created before the world. ‘ God,’ it says in one passage, ‘ marked 
out the whole world, and it could not stand till he created repent- 
ance.’ ^ It seems that, at first, the tradition ran that six things were 
created before the world. To these R. Ahaba added repentance, 
and his addition became so popular and was so much quoted that the 
six things were enlarged to seven, of which repentance is always 
one.® Though we meet the view that God exacts requital (for the 
insistence on his eagerness to meet the sinner half-way led some, 
perchance, to think that he was all too easy-going in his compassion 
and forgiveness), yet the fundamental notion is that, as God chose 
to create man frail and liable to sin, the only thing for God to do was 
to aid him to repentance and to be ever ready to forgive him. In 
one passage in the Midrash, Abraham is made to say to God : ‘ Thou 

^ The Rabbinic ilD'llD can hardly be better rendered into English than by 
the word * collection ’ (cp, German Sammlung), It seems a pity that Dr. Murray 
has no later quotation than 1868. 

^ Midrash Psalms on Ps. xlv. § 4 ; Pesikta Rabbati, 198 b (ed. Friedmann) ; 
Lamentations Rabba on iii. 40, 41. 

^ Aboth ii. 15; Sabbath 153 a; Mid. Psalms on Ps. xc. (16); Ecclesiastes 
Rabba on ix. 8. 

* Pirke R. Eliezer, chap. iii. 

* Genesis Rabba i. § 4 ; Nedarim 39 a, etc., etc. Cp, Bacher, Agada der 
paldst, Amorder, n. 510, m. 656, and his excellent notes. In the note (4) on m. 
656, for Beraohoth 54 a read Pesachim 54 a. 
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canst not lay hold of the cord at both ends at once. If thou desirest 
strict justice, the world cannot endure ; if thou desirest the preser- 
vation of the world, strict justice cannot endure.’ ^ 

Eepentance, therefore, is a constant necessity. It is often 
compared with the sea, wMch is always accessible. Men can bathe 
in it at every hour. So the gates of repentance are ever wide open 
for all who wish to enter. ^ God is represented as willing and even 
anxious to welcome the penitent. Sentences like the following are 
usual : ‘ God says. My hands are stretched out towards the penitent : 
I thrust none back who gives me his heart in repentance.’ ‘ God’s 
hand is stretched out under the wings of the heavenly chariot to 
snatch the penitent from the grasp of justice.’ ‘ He holds no 
creature for unworthy, but opens the door to all at every hour : 
he who would enter can enter.’ ‘ Open for me,’ says God, ‘ a 
gateway of repentance as big as a needle’s eye, and I will open for 
you gates wide enough for horses and chariots.’ " If your sins are 
as high as heaven, even unto the seventh heaven, and even to the 
throne of glory, and you repent, I will receive you.’ ® 

God is constantly represented as pleading with the Israelites 
to prove to them that repentance is within their power. If Israel 
says, ‘We are poor, we have no offerings to make,’ God replies, 
‘I need only words.’ If they say, ‘We know nothing’ [for by 
‘ words ’ the Midrash means the words of the Law], God says, 
‘ Then weep and pray before me, and I will accept your prayer.’ 
Or, again : ‘ The Israelites say, Lord, if we repent, will you accept 
our repentance ? And God replies, I have accepted the repentance 
of Cain and Ahab and Jeconiah and Manasseh, and shall I not accept 
yours ? ’ Or God and the Israelites are compared to a king and 
to the king’s son who had gone from his father a journey of lOO 
days ; when he was urged to return to his father, he said, I cannot. 
Then his father sent to say, ‘ Return as far as you can, and I will 
come to you the rest of the way.’ ^ God loves the penitent. Thus 
it is said : ‘ As a man joins the two feet of a bed, or as a man puts 
two boards together,’ so God brings the repentant near to him.® 
Several times we meet with the saying that what is rejected in the 
sacrificial beasts is acceptable in man, that is, the bruised and 
contrite heart. Or, again : ‘ Broken vessels are a disgrace for a 
man to use, but God loves the broken heart.’ ‘ Him who repents 
of his sin, God honours : he gives him a name of endearment. So 

1 Leviticus R. x. § i. 

* Lamentations R. on iii. 43 ; Mid. Psalms on Ps. Ixv. (4) ; Deut. R. ii. § 12. 

* Exodus R. xii. § 4 ; Pesaohim 119 a. ; Mid. Psalms on Ps. cxx. (7) ; Can- 
ticles R. V. § I, 2, on V. 2 ; Pesikta R. 185 a. 

* Exodus R. xxxviii. § 4 ; Pesikta K. 160 a seq, ; Pesikta R. 184 b. 

* Leviticus R. iii. § 3. 
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the sons of Korah after they repented were called Lilies (an allusion 
to Psalm xlv. i), and David was called the Servant of God.’ ^ A 
familiar prayer opens with the words : ‘ Thou givest a hand to 
transgressors, and thy right hand is stretched out to receive the 
penitent.’ ^ God is ready to cancel decrees of punishment and 
doom because of repentance. ‘ Three things,’ it says in the Midrash. 
‘ can cancel evil decrees, namely, prayer, almsgiving, and repentance.* 
To these three great specifics some would add change of name, 
good works, exile and fasting. In the Talmud four things are 
mentioned as possessed of the power of annulling the decree of 
judgment : ‘ almsgiving, prayer, change of name, and change of 
action (in repentance).’ ® The collocations are odd, and not without 
their dangers. Almsgiving and good works, regarded as preserva- 
tives from evil, open the door to superstitious formalism and to a 
degradation of charity. I pointed out before how the fantastic 
idea was adopted that God judged the world between New Year 
and the Day of Atonement. The fancy took root, and it largely 
pervades the Jewish Liturgy. Thus in the Prayer Booh for the 
Day of Atonement, according to the German and Polish ritual, 
there is a prayer to which great importance is attached and which 
goes into the strangest details. These are, however, largely taken 
from the Talmud. On the New Year we are told it is inscribed, 
and on Atonement it is sealed, who are to live and who are to die, 
and of those doomed to death, who are to die young and who old, 
who by sword and who by famine, who by pestilence and who by 
fire, and so on. But it is added, ‘ repentance, prayer, and alms- 
giving cancel the evil decree.’ It would be interesting if a future 
historian of the Jews could enquire into the religious and ethical 
results of these conceptions for evil and for good. 

In the Talmud an almost comic turn is given to the doctrincf 
of God’s desire to forgive by the remark, based upon a queer inter- 
pretation of 2 Sam. xxiii. 1-3, that if God rules over man, the 
righteous rule over him, because ‘ if God ordains a decree, the 
righteous cancel it.’ A strange prayer to himself is put into God’s 
mouth : ‘ May it be my will that my mercy overcomes my anger, 
so that I may deal with my creatures according to the attribute of 
mercy and not according to strict justice.’ ^ Thus God begs his 
children to repent while he is standing upon the attribute of mercy, 
for if he be on the attribute of justice, he will not know how to 
proceed.® 

1 Leviticus R. vii. § 2 ; Mid. Psalms on Ps. xviii. (3). 

* Singer's Prayer Book, pp. 61 and 267. 

* Genesis R. xliv. § 12 ; Leviticus R. x. § 5 ; Rosh ha-Shanah, 16 b ; Aboth 
iv. 15. 

* Moed Katon, 16 b ; Berachoth 7 a. 


^ Pesikta R. 182 b. 
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As an illustration of Midrashic inconsistency, which one has to 
interpret according to its prevailing sentiment, I may quote the 
following passages, which in one form or another occur again and 
again : ‘ Why is the plural used in the expression "pH ? Because 

God is long-sufEering both towards the righteous and the wicked. 
He is long-suffering towards the righteous in that he requites them 
in this world for the few sins which they have committed, so that 
they may receive their full reward in the world to come. He is 
long-suffering to the wicked in that he gives them ease in this world, 
and thus requites them for the few good deeds which they have done, 
in order to exact the full penalty of their sins in the world to come.’ 
Another Eabbi said : ‘ The plural indicates that God is long-suffer- 
ing before he exacts requital, and he is long-suffering (i.e. gentle 
or slow) while he exacts it.’ R. Chanina said (and his saying is 
often quoted as a sort of corrective to a too easy-going conception 
of God) : ‘ He who says that God is long-suffering — ^that he leaves 
sin unpunished — may he suffer for his folly. God is long-suffering, 
but he exacts his due.’ R. Levi said : ‘ His long-suffering consists 
in removing his wrath afar. It is like a king who had two cruel 
legions. The king said : If they are with me in the city, directly 
the inhabitants annoy me, they will fall upon them, and kill them : 
therefore I will send them away, and when the citizens anger me, 
during the time that I send for my troops and they arrive, the 
citizens may come and appease me. So God says : Wrath and 
anger are two angels of destruction, I will send them far away ; 
when the Israelites anger me, before the angels arrive, the Israelites 
may repent, and I shall receive their repentance.’ R. Isaac says : 
* God shuts the door behind the angels of wrath. Before he opens 
the door, his mercy is at hand.’ ^ 

God is not ashamed to state that he breaks his laws and leaves 
them unfulfilled in order that the Israelites may repent. Thus : 
‘ God told Jeremiah : Bid the Israelites repent. They replied : 
How can we repent ? Have we not made God angry by our sins ? 
Then God bade Jeremiah say : Though I declared I would destroy 
the sinner who should do what you have done, have I done so ? 
No, for I am merciful, and I keep not anger for ever. ... It is 
before your Father in heaven that you come.’ * ‘ Beloved is repent- 
ance before God, for he cancels his own words for its sake. For 
it says in the Law, If a man take a wife and find something un- 

^ Pesikta K. i6i b. Cp, Buber’s remarks in notes 93 seq, on this page ; the 
translation given above follows the Pesikta as corrected by the Jerusalem Talmud 
(I.A.); Jer. Taanith ii. i, 65 b (Schwab, vi. p. 155); Baba Kamma 50 a, etc., etc. 
(Baoher, Agada der paldst, Amoraer, i. p. 8) ; cp. also Sanhedrin iii a. 

* Pesikta K. 165 a. 
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seemly in her, he shall write her a bill of divorcement and send her 
away, and if she become another man’s wife and he divorce her 
or die, then her former husband may not take her again to be his 
wife, after she is defiled, for that is an abomination before the 
Lord. But God does not act thus. Even though the Israelites 
have forsaken him (their husband) and served other gods, God 
says (Jer. iii. i), Repent, draw near to me, and I will receive you.’ ^ 
Whatever arguments the Israelites adduce to show the hopeless- 
ness of repentance, God or his prophet is ready to cap them. Thus 
Jeremiah bade them repent, and said, Where are your fathers who 
sinned ? They replied, Where are your prophets who did not sin ? 
Then both quote Zechariah (for chronology does not exist for the 
Rabbis), and Jeremiah wins the day. Again he bids them repent, 
and they say. If a master sell his slave, or a man divorce his wife, 
what have they any more to do with each other ? Then through 
his prophet God replies : ‘ Where is the bill of your mother’s 
divorcement ? Or to whom have I sold you ? Only sin separates 
you from me. Therefore return.’ ‘ Nebuchadnezzar,’ says Resh- 
Lakish, ‘ was called God’s servant to meet this very argument, for 
if a servant acquires property, to whom does that property belong ? ’ ® 
Israel, though acquired by Nebuchadnezzar the servant, still 
belonged to the servant’s Master. 

The Rabbis are fond of illustrating God’s readiness to accept 
the penitent by pointing out the difference between God’s ways 
and man’s ways. The following are examples : ‘ If one man has 
offended another, it is uncertain if he will let himself be appeased 
at all, and even so, if he will be satisfied with mere words, but God 
only demands words, and is even grateful to receive them.’ ® ‘ If 
a man has put his neighbour openly to shame, and wants to be 
reconciled to him, the neighbour says. You put me to open shame 
and want a private reconciliation ! Fetch the people before whom 
you spoke iU of me, and I will be reconciled. God is not so ; a 
man reviles and blasphemes him in the open street, and God says, 
Repent in secret, and I will receive you.’ ‘ If a man commits a 
crime, he is inscribed for ever in the books of the government, 
but if a man sin against God and repent, God washes away the entry 
of his sin.’ ‘ To an earthly king a man goes full and returns empty ; 
to God he goes empty and returns full.’ ‘ Man writes an accusation 
against his fellow, and (only) withdraws it for much money : God 
writes an accusation, and withdraws it for mere words (i.e. repent- 
ance, Hosea xiv. 2).’ ‘ Man leaps suddenly upon his enemy to do 
him evil, but God warned Pharaoh before each plague that he might 

1 Pesikta R. 184 a ; Yoma 86 b. 

* Sanhedrin 105 a. • Yoma 86 b. 
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repent.’ ‘ A man can shoot an arrow a few furlongs, but repentance 
reaches to the throne of glory.’ ^ 

The Rabbinic doctrine is perhaps best summed up in a familiar 
passage from the Pesikta : * ‘ Who is like God, a teacher of sinners 
that they may repent ? They asked Wisdom, What shall be the 
punishment of the sinner ? Wisdom answered : Evil pursues 
sinners. (Prov. xiii. 21.) They asked Prophecy. It replied : The 
soul that sins shall die. (Ezek. xviii. 4.) They asked the Law. It 
replied ; Let him bring a sacrifice. (Lev. i. 4.) They asked God, 
and he replied : Let him repent and obtain his atonement. My 
children, what do I ask of you ? Seek me and live.’ 

Scattered throughout the Rabbinical literature are innumerable 
sayings in praise of repentance and its results. We find a number 
of them in Yoma. ‘ Great is repentance for it brings healing upon 
the world.’ ‘ Great is repentance for it reaches to the throne of glory.’ 

‘ Great is repentance for it brings redemption to Israel.’ The ques- 
tion is discussed whether the Messiah’s coming is dependent upon 
Israel’s repentance. One distinguished Rabbi said, ‘ The period of 
the redemption depends solely upon repentance and good works.’ 
Then two others dispute as to whether Israel will be redeemed even 
without repentance, and the question is not decided with certainty. 
Elsewhere we read that ‘ The Messiah will come at his appointed 
day, whether the Israelites repent or no, but if they made complete 
repentance, God would send him even before his time.’ Another 
Rabbi, with fine exaggeration, declares that ‘If the Israelites 
repented for a single day, the redemption would ensue.’ And 
Grod is made to say, ‘ It depends upon yourselves. As the lily 
blooms and her heart is turned upward, in that very hour I will 
bring the Redeemer.’ ^ 

Thus, ‘ as a garment which is dirty can be washed and made 
clean, so the Israelites, though sinful, can by repentance make 
themselves clean before God.’ ^ It is disputed whether the penitent 
or the righteous who have not sinned occupy the higher place, but 
the general view is that where the penitent stand the righteous 
stand not.® ‘ Better,’ said R. Jacob, ‘ is one hour of repentance 
and good deeds in this world than the whole life of the world to 
come ; yet better is one hour of blissfulness of spirit in the world 
to come than the whole life of this world.’ * 

1 Toma 86 b; Peaikta K. 163 b; Sifre, 50 b; Pesikta R. 183 a, 185 a; 
Exodus R. ix. § 9 ; Pesikta K. 163 a. 

* Pesikta K. 158 b ; Jer. Makkoth ii. 6, 31 d (Schwab, xi. p. 89). 

* Yoma 86 a and 86 b; Sanhedrin 97 b; Exodus R. xxv. 12; Pesikta K. 
163 b ; Canticles Rabba v. § i, on v. 2 ; Mid. Psalms on Ps. xlv. (3). 

* il^odus R. xxiii. § 10. 

* Berachoth 34 b ; Sanhedrin 99 a. 


* Aboth iy. 24. 
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We have seen that the Rabbis distinguished between a repent- 
ance of fear and a repentance of love ; and also that the sincerity of 
repentance was mainly proved by its results. Occasionally we find 
sentences which speak of that element of repentance which we some- 
time call contrition. Thus they quote and use Joel’s adage, ‘ Rend 
your hearts and not your garments.’ They speak of self-humiliation 
within the heart which is better than a thousand lashes upon the 
back. The mere sense of shame is sufficient, says one, to secure 
forgiveness. Another declares that ‘ He who sacrifices his evil 
desire and confesses his sin is regarded as if he had honoured God in 
this world and in the world to come.’ So, too, he who humbles his 
spirit is regarded as if he had offered all the sacrifices of the law ; 
while he who sins and is sorry is at once forgiven.^ It is in accord- 
ance with the Rabbis’ high estimate of repentance that it is formally 
declared to be a serious sin to remind a penitent of his former 
misdeeds.^ 

[I omit here the paragraphs in the original article dealing with 
the possibility of repentance after death, because the substance of 
them has been already given in other connections.] 

The reader will have noticed the strange use of Bible texts in 
many of the quotations from the Rabbinic literature. It would be 
an interesting point for a scholar to consider how far the various 
dicta, and even the various opinions, of the Rabbis were influenced 
by literal or strained interpretations of Biblical passages, or whether 
these interpretations were merely dragged in to substantiate an 
opinion which was already formed. In any case, the Biblical verses 
doubtless affected the manner in which the opinions were enunciated. 
A few of the more usual passages as regards repentance may now 
be pointed out. 

The favourite quotation, as I mentioned before, is doubtless the 
opening of the last chapter of Hosea : ‘ 0 Israel, return unto the 
Lord thy God, for thou hast stumbled by thine iniquity. Take 
with you words, and return unto the Lord ; say unto him, Take 
away all iniquity, and accept that which is good, so will we render 
as bullocks the offering of our lips.’ In these verses the Rabbinic 
fathers found the full doctrine of repentance and confession. Here, 
too, they found the basis for their view that prayer, confession, and 
repentance are Grod’s chosen substitutes for sacrifice and burnt- 
offering. 

Next to this passage, they found, perhaps, the eighteenth chapter 
of Ezekiel most fruitful : ‘ Have I any pleasure in the death of the 

^ Beraohoth 7 a, 12 b; Sanhedrin 43 b; Chi^pgah 5 a. The word used is 

to'inno. 

* Baba Mezia 58 b. Cp, Sirach viii. 5. 
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wicked, and not rather that he should turn from his way and live ? ’ 
Jeremiah’s exhortations, too, are quoted again and again : ‘ Eeturn, 
0 backsliding children. I am merciful. I will not keep anger for 
ever.’ The Psalmist’s ‘ broken and contrite heart ’ is also much 
appealed to ; and the allusions are frequent to the verse, ‘ Blessed 
is he whose transgression is forgiven, whose sin is covered,’ with its 
apparently contradictory sequence, ‘ Mine iniquity I have not hid,’ 
and to the verse in Proverbs, ‘ He that covereth his transgressions 
shall not prosper, but whoso confesseth and forsaketh them shall 
obtain mercy.’ The contradiction is prettily explained by one 
Rabbi on the assumption that the sin which is covered refers to 
sins against God, the sin which is openly confessed to sins against 
man.^ 

The foregoing quotations from Scripture were interpreted in 
their literal sense. I may now give two or three examples of un- 
natural or homiletic exegesis. We saw how ‘ Peace, peace to the 
far and to the near ’ was used to assess the worth of the penitent. 
So, too, the verse of the Psalmist, ‘ A people which shall be created 
shall praise the Lord,’ is explained to refer to sinners who repent 
and pray before God at New Year and the Day of Atonement, and 
who, because they change their deeds, are, as it were, created by 
God anew.2 

It would take me too long and too far to mention the odd changes 
of vowels and letters which the Midrash sometimes indulges in to 
prove or illustrate its points, but reference must be made to two 
more Biblical texts which are constantly appealed to. The first is 
the enumeration of the divine attributes in Exodus xxxiv. or 
Numbers xiv. The Hebrew idiom of expressing emphasis by putting 
the infinite before the finite verb was possibly no longer familiar or 
intelligible to the Rabbis. At any rate, for homiletical reasons, they 
explain that the phrase, npj’ np^l, must have a special meaning, 
for here, they say, it is distinctly stated that God will and that God 
wiU not acquit (the sinner). The explanation of the contradiction 
is that God will only acquit those who have repented of their sins.® 
The second passage to which I would refer is the third verse of the 
ninetieth Psalm : ‘ Thou tumest man to destruction ; then thou 
sayest. Return, ye children of men.’ This is the invariable Biblical 
support for the Rabbinic doctrine that repentance was created 
beiore the world. Before, that is, God had formed the world, the 
divine voice had already proclaimed the necessity and the value of 
repentance. The first part of the verse is interpreted to mean, 

^ Toma, 86 b ; cf. Maimonides on Repentance, ii. 5. 

* Midrash Psalms on Ps. oii. (3). 

* Toma 86 a ; cf, Sifre 33 a. 
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Thou bringest man to contrition ; the second is the summons to 
repentance. Or again, ‘ Thou turnest man to destruction ’ is 
supposed to signify ‘ Thou causest him to turn until he is crushed ’ ; 
in other words, God accepts repentance up till the very moment of 
death. I may add that the verb shuh is so associated in the Rabbinic 
mind with repentance, that, as in this interpretation of the ninetieth 
Psalm, they can hardly conceive it possible for it to mean anything 
else. A curious illustration of this tendency can be found in a verse 
from the Book of Kings, where it is stated of Josiah that there was 
no king like unto him who turned unto the Lord with all his heart. 
Hence one Rabbi infers that Josiah was a great penitent.^ 

Other Biblical heroes are connected by the Rabbis with the 
subject of repentance and with better reason than in the case of 
Josiah. Thus it is stated of Adam that God wanted him to repent, 
and opened the door thereto, but Adam was too proud to humble 
himself, and therefore he was driven from Paradise. Cain, on the 
other hand, did repent, and therefore at least half his punishment 
was remitted him. The Midrash tells how Adam, meeting Cain, 
asked how his case stood. Upon which Cain replies : I repented, 
and the matter is settled (I have been forgiven). Adam struck his 
face with amazement and said, I did not know that the power 
of repentance was so great. He at once composed and recited 
the ninety-second Psalm : ‘ It is good to confess (nnin^) unto the 
Lord.’ 2 

Of Abraham, on the other hand, we are told that he was appointed 
to lead the whole world to repentance. The meaning of this state- 
ment seems to be that Abraham is regarded as the great proselyte 
and proselyte-maker. He was therefore the first to lead men away 
from the falsehood and sin of idolatry into the purity and rectitude 
of monotheistic belief. Commenting upon the story of Abraham’s 
vision in the night, the Midrash observes that Abraham was at first 
unable to drive the birds of prey from the carcass, but finally 
succeeded in doing so through repentance. Here the birds are 
regarded as a type of the persecutions from which the Israelites 
would have to suffer.® 

The next Biblical character connected with repentance is Reuben. 
He repented of his part in the plot against Joseph, and God said to 
him : ‘ Not till now has a man sinned before me and repented, 

^ Sabbath 56 b. 

* Tanchuma B. Bereshith, xxv. 10 a ; Numbers Babba xiii. § 3 ; Genesis Babba 
xxii. ad fin , ; Mid. Psalms on Ps. c. (2) ; Leviticus B. x. § 5. In the last place 
the Cain story is used as an illustration in the argument between B. Judah and 
B. Joshua b. Levi, of whom the former asserts that repentance does half and 
prayer does all, while the latter said that prayer does half and repentance does all. 

• Genesis B. xxx. § 9, xliv. § 17. 
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therefore thy descendant shall be the first to summon the Israelites 
to repentance. Thou wouldst have brought back the beloved son 
to his father : thy descendant shall bring back the Israelites to 
their Father in heaven.’ ^ This descendant was Hosea. It was the 
tribe of Reuben who encamped on the south side, for from the south 
come dew and rain, and Reuben is the typical penitent, and through 
the worth of repentance rain falls upon the earth. Judah is the t3rpe 
of the Law, and therefore Judah set forth first ; Reuben is the type 
of repentance, and therefore Reuben set forth second, for repentance 
is (only) second (in importance) to the Law. Elsewhere the large 
offering of the prince ‘ of the children of Reuben ’ (Num. vii. 30-35) 
is said to be typical of, or to correspond with, Reuben’s repentance 
when Joseph was sold, for repentance, it is characteristically added, 
is equivalent to all the sacrifices of the Law.^ 

In the same Midrash an eccentric remark is made about Balaam. 
The reason why he said to the angel ‘ I have sinned ’ was because 
he knew that, if a man sins and confesses, the angels have no power 
to hurt him.^ The subject of repentance is also referred to in 
connection with the golden calf, but I have noticed nothing worth 
quotation, except perhaps the odd idea of R. Joshua b. Levi that 
the Israelites only made the calf, just as David only committed the 
sin with Bathsheba and Uriah, in order to encourage sinners to 
become penitents and to return to God. Thus, if an individual sin, 
one can say, ‘ Even as David repented, so do thou repent ’ ; and 
if a community sin, one can say, ‘ Even as Israel repented, so do 
you repent.’ ^ Elsewhere also David is regarded as an example 
for penitents and sinners. It was he who said to God, ‘ Thou art a 
great God, and my sins are great. It beseems the great God to 
pardon great sins.’ ‘ Let everyone who has sinned look at David ; 
for it is said. Behold, for a witness to the peoples I have appointed 
him.’ ‘ David said to God, If thou receivest me, then sinners will 
submit to thee, and they will look at me, and I shall be a witness 
that thou receivest the penitent.’ Playing upon and mispunctuat- 
ing a verse in Samuel (2 Sam. xxiii. i), a Rabbi says of David that 
he set up ‘ the yoke of repentance.’ ® 

In many passages Jehoiachin or Coniah is pointed to as a salient 
example of the power of repentance in cancelling the divine oath 

^ The first penitent is variousiy named by different Rabbis as Cain, Abraham, 
Reuben, etc. 

• Genesis R. Ixzxiv. § 19 ; Numbers R. ii. § 10, iii. § 12 (on Num. iii. 38), 
ziii. § 18 ; Pesikta K. 159 b. 

• Numbers R. xx. § 15. 

* Exodus R. i. § 36 ; Numbers R. xx. } 20 ; Sanhedrin 7 a ; Abodah Zarah 4 b. 

* Levit. R. V. 8 ad fin, ; Mid. Psalms onPs. xl. (2), li. (3) ; Abodah Zarah 5 a ; 
Hoed Eaton 16 b. 
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and decree. For Jeremiah said, ‘ As I live, saith the Lord, write 
ye this man childless,’ whereas in Chronicles we are told of his sons.^ 

But the penitent whose story is most frequently quoted, and who 
is most often used to point the moral, is Manasseh. Manasseh was 
the worst of all the kings of Judah, and yet he repented, and his re- 
pentance was accepted. For when the wicked king was carried to 
Babylon, boimd in fetters and chains, and thrown, according to the 
legend, into a fiery furnace, he called upon all the gods of the world 
to whom he had sacrificed, and none made answer. ‘ Then he called 
upon God, and said. Lord, I have called upon all the gods of the 
world, and now I have realized that they are things of nought. 
Thou art the God of gods ; if thou dost not hearken to me, I shall 
think that thou and they are as one. Then the angels arose, and 
stopped up all the windows of heaven, and they said, Wilt thou, 
0 Lord, accept the repentance of a man who set up an idol in the 
very Temple itself ? But God replied. If I accept him not in his 
repentance, I shut the door upon all penitents. Wherefore God 
bored a hole under the throne of his glory, and received Manasseh’s 
prayer.’ Elsewhere it is said, ‘ If a man comes and says, God does 
not receive the penitent, then Manasseh will bear witness that there 
was no worse man in the world than he, and yet in the hour of his 
repentance God received him.’ In a famous section of Mishnah 
Sanhedrin it is stated that Manasseh is one of three kings who have 
no share in the world to come. But R. Judah said that Manasseh 
has his portion in the world to come, while R. Yochanan averred 
that ‘ to deny such a portion to Manasseh is to make the hands of 
all penitents be slack,’ ^ 

As the Jews have been often said to be very ready to criticize 
themselves, while objecting to criticism from others, so we find 
some shrewd sayings about their history in connection with our 
particular subject. Thus we are told that Pharaoh’s pursuit had 
a greater effect upon the Israelites than a hundred fast days and 
endless prayers. For in their fear they looked up to God and 
repented of their sins. And frequently it is said that sufferings or 
chastisements have been the means of Israel’s repentance. On the 
other hand, as we have already seen, God is represented as the 
loving Father of Israel who hates to punish and longs to save. 
Rabbi Meir said, ‘ Israel is God’s son who has been driven away by 
his pride and sinfulness from his Father’s house (i.e. Palestine) ; but 
the son will repent and be restored.’ ® Sometimes, but much more 

^ Levit. R. X. § 5 ; Pesikta K. 163 a fin, 

• Numbers Rabba xiv. § i ; Ruth R. v. § 6 ; Deut. R. ii. § 20 ; Pesikta K. 
162 a ; Sanhedrin 90 a, 103 a ; Jer. Sanhedrin x. 28 c (Schwab XI. p. 50), etc. 

• Bachor, Agada der Tannaiten, n. p. 35 ; c/. Jer. Taanith 63 d, 64 a (Schwab 
VI. 142-144). 
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rarely, and only in contrast to the nations, Israel is depicted as 
specially susceptible to the gracious goodness of God. Only once 
or twice have I noticed a desire to extol the Rabbi or the student 
of the law. Thus we find it said that if you have seen a Rabbi 
commit a sin at night time, you may be sure that he has repented 
of it by the following day. And Akiba declared that as vessels of 
gold and crystal when broken can be mended, so for the student of 
the Law, (moral) repair is still possible. But in another place the 
very same thing is said of man generally : ‘ Let not a man say, 
Because I have sinned, no repair is possible for me,’ but let him 
trust in God and repent, and God will receive him.’ ^ Nebuchad- 
nezzar told his general that the God of the Jews receives the peni- 
tent; therefore, ‘when they are conquered, give them no opportunity 
to pray, lest they repent and their God have pity upon them.’ 

There are parts of the Day of Atonement liturgy which suggest 
an attitude of gloom and apprehension. But from the Mishnah on- 
ward — and we must remember that the words of the Mishnah are 
older than the completed code — the prevailing religious attitude of 
the Jew is hopeful. His God is a God of mercy, and though to sin 
is human, no less human is repentance, and the most essential 
attribute of God is forgiveness. The Talmud itself calls attention 
to this characteristically Jewish point of view. ‘ It is the custom,’ 
it observes, ‘ among men when they appear before a court of justice 
to put on black clothes, and to let the beard grow long because of 
the uncertainty of the issue. Israelites do not act so : on the day 
when the judgment opens (the New Year), they are clad in white, 
and shave their beards, they eat and drink and rejoice in the con- 
viction that God will do wonders for them.’ ^ True repentance will 
turn voluntary sins into involuntary errors, and the strain of 
involuntary errors the Day of Atonement will wash away.® The 
Mishnah declares in the most solemn manner that every Israelite, 
with certain specified exceptions, will have a share in the world to 
come. But when we turn from the Rabbinic to the apocalyptic 
literature a different temper seems to prevail. There, if confidence 
exists, it is rather an arid pride of race than the justified hope of 
those who believe in a merciful God and in the efficacy and possi- 
bility of repentance. And when this unethical confidence is wanting, 
we find an anxiety and a mistrust utterly removed from, and un- 
familiar to, the true Rabbinic religion. In the Fourth Book of Ezra, 
which is not so many years anterior to the Mishnah, the teaching is 

^ Beraohoth 19 a ; Chagigah 15 a ; Mid. Psalms on Ps. xl. (3). The word trans- 
lated by ‘ repair * is riDpH* 

• Jer. Rosh ha-Shanah i. 2, 57 b (Schwab vi. p. 65). 

® Yoma 36 b, 86 b. 
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that many are ‘ lost ’ and few are ‘ saved.’ Instead of cheerful hope, 
there prevails a spirit of gloom and despair. The author of the 
Epistle to the Romans would seem to have been filled with such a 
spirit before his conversion, or at any rate to regard it as a logically 
justified condition of mind for those who do not yet believe in the 
atoning death and resurrection of Christ, or for those who rejected 
these newer doctrines and clung to the older teachings of the Law 
and of the Prophets. Whence comes this strange difference of 
belief and of attitude between the apocalyptic and the Rabbinic 
literature, between the Fourth Book of Ezra and St. Paul on the one 
hand, and the Mishnah upon the other ? Does this difference partly 
account for the fact that the apocalyptic and pseudepigraphic writ- 
ings have not survived in Hebrew, and that the Rabbis seem to have 
regarded them as off the true line of tradition and as heretical ? 
The complete solution of this puzzle is still to seek. 

Meanwhile, the Rabbinic cheerfulness has remained a character- 
istic of Judaism till the present day, and the doctrine of Repentance 
is one of its causes. Though Rabbinic and mediaeval Jews were 
in one sense particularist, in another sense they were universalist. 
The theory of repentance helped them to keep clear of the gloomy 
doctrines of election and reprobation. The Fourth Gospel knows 
nothing of repentance, because it divides the world into children of 
light and children of darkness. From such teachings legal Judaism 
kept free. And this is partly owed to its doctrine of Repentance. 
Not unwisely, then, did the Rabbinic doctors declare, ‘ There is 
nothing greater than repentance ; repentance is second to the 
Law.’ 1 

[There are many good extra passages in Moore’s chapters on 
Repentance (i. pp. 507-534), a few of which I should like to add 
on here. Israel and God dispute who should begin the process of 
repentance. A Biblical verse says, ‘ Turn thou us and we shall be 
turned ’ ; therefore God should begin. But another verse says, 

‘ Turn unto me, and I will turn xmto you.’ ‘ So let us turn together 
simultaneously ’ (nn«3 (Lam. R. on v. 21 ; Midrash Psalms 

Ixxxv. 4.) ‘ God says to Israel, Repent in the Ten Days between 
New Year and the Day of Atonement, and I will justify (nDtD) you 
on the Day of Atonement, and create you a new creature ’ (Pesikta 
R. 169 a). ‘ If a man repents and goes back to his sins, that is no 
repentance. If one goes down to take a bath of purification, holding 
some unclean reptile in his hand, he gets no purification. He must 
cast away what he has in his hand ; after that he can take his bath 
and be purified ’ (Pesikta R. 182 b ; cp, Sirach xxxi. 30, 31). 

Perhaps I may conclude this Appendix on repentance by a 
1 Deut. R. ii. § 24 init. ; Numbers R. ii. § 10. 
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literal translation of the long and interesting passage in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud, about the famous apostate R. Elisha b. Abuya, with 
which Mr. Loewe has been good enough to supply me (Jer. Chagigah 
77b-77c). 

R. Yudah bar Pazzi, in the name of R. Yose, son of Yudah, 
says : Three expounded ^ their Torah before their teacher, R. 
Joshua before R. Yochanan b. Zakkai, R. Akiba before R. Joshua, 
Hananyah b. Hakhinai before R. Akiba [sc. with success]. Hence- 
forward their mind was not clear. ^ Four entered Paradise : ® one 
glanced ^ and died : one glanced and was struck ; ® one glanced and 
cut down the young plants : one entered and left in safety. Ben 
’Azzai glanced and was struck. To him applies the verse ‘ Is it 
honey that thou hast found ? Then eat as much as will satisfy thee ’ 
[i,e. not to excess]. (Prov. xxv. i 6 .) Ben Zoma glanced and died. 
To him applies the verse ‘ Precious in the sight of the Lord is death 
to his saints ’ (Ps. cxi. 15 ).® Acher cut the plants.’ Who was Acher 
(the ‘ other ’) ? This was Elisha b. Abuyah, who slew the growing 
children® of the Law. They say that whenever he saw a pupd 
making progress in the Torah he ‘ slew ’ him.® Further, when he 
entered a lecture-room and saw students sitting before their masters, 

^ 'niL'lt Hif. also— expound, recount. K. ha-E. (=the commentary 

Korban ha-Edah by David ben Napbtali Hirsch); ‘Expounded the “chariot** 
(Ezekiel i.) before their teacher,’ i.e, engaged in mystic or metaphysical 
studies. 

* I take this to mean that these three alone stood the strain to which imitators 

succumbed. 1 take this view because we know that Akiba, for example, did not 
come to a bad end. The ‘ their ’ in (‘ their mind *) is used loosely. K. ha-E., 

‘ Their mind was not clear to comprehend things in their proper sense ’ ; the Pene 
Mosheh (by Moses Margalioth ben Simeon), ‘ to lecture on the “ chariot ’’ ’ ; neither 
commentator says ‘ whose mind ’ is in question. [The phrase might also mean : 
‘Three, and only three, ever ventured to lecture in the presence of their teachers, 
and afterwards their minds were never at ease (by reason of their presumption).’] 

* Kor. ha-E. : ‘ Went up to heaven by means of the Name : but they did not 
ascend physically, only it seemed to them as though they did.* So also Pene Mosheh. 
DT1D is the well-known mnemonic for four methods of exegesis : Peshaf (plain 
sense), Bemez (hint). Derash (Midrash), and {fod (esoteric meaning). 

^ At the Shechinah. 

^ Kor. ha-E. : ‘ His mind was affected.* 

* Kor. ha-E. : ‘ Hard was his death before God since he died young, but his 
death was none the less inevitable, for “ man cannot see Me and live.*’ * 

^ Kor. ha-E. : ‘ He scoffed and perverted just as one who enters a park and 
picks the flowers.’ 

* adolescent. Kor. ha-E. takes this as '' 31 , ‘ the great ones of the Torah.* 
Pene Mosheh : ‘ When he saw lads growing up and being reared in the Torah, he slew 
them.’ 1 think this is right. Elisha, like Socrates, was accused of corrupting the 
young. 

* Kor. ha-E. : * By enchantments or the Name,* ».e. he upset his faith and his 
reason. 
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he would say, ‘ For what purpose are they here ? ’ ^ [In the end they 
will fail in their studies, and] this one’s craft will be that of the 
builder, that one will be a carpenter, this one a hunter, that one a 
tailor. When they, [the disciples], heard this, [i.e. that they would 
fail in the Torah], they abandoned him, [their master or the Torah], 
and went away [to the crafts that had been predicted]. To Elisha 
applies the verse ‘ Suffer not thy mouth to cause thy flesh to sin ’ 
(Eccles. V. 5 ), ‘because he corrupted the handiwork of that m6tn.’ ^ 
Now, in the time of persecution, the persecutors used to load burdens 
on the Jews [to make them violate the Sabbath], and the Jews hit 
upon the device of putting one burden upon two [bearers],® because 
of the ordinance ‘ If two jointly carry one load.’ Then Acher advised 
the persecutors to load each Jew separately [in order to defeat their 
scheme], and this was done. Then the Jews conceived the plan of 
unloading in Karmillith ^ so as not to transfer the object from the 
private demesne to the public jurisdiction. Then Acher advised 
the persecutors to load the Jews with glass dishes,® and they did so. 

K. Akiba entered and left in safety : to him applies the verse 
‘ Draw me, we will run after thee ’ (Cant. i. 4).® 

E. Meir wets once sitting and lecturing in the Tiberias Academy, 
when Elisha, his [former] master passed by him, riding on a horse 
on the Sabbath. They came and told Meir that his master was 
without. So Meir interrupted his discourse and went out to him.’ 

^ Lit. ‘ What are these sitting, doing, here 7 This man’s work is that of a 
builder.* Pene M. : ‘ This one is obviously better fitted to be a . . .’ 

* Pene M. ; ‘He refers to himself, for by such speech he destroyed his own 
handiwork, as it was originally before he fell on evil courses.* 

Kor. ha-E. : ‘ For by the words of his mouth he was causing the young to sin, 
and it appears that these were his own children (“ thine own flesh ”) : or else it is 
used generally, all Israel being brothers ; the former view is preferable.’ 

^ So that neither party should be doing a complete act, and so, the burden being 
lighter for each, the prohibition against bearing burdens would technically not 
have been infringed. 

* The act of carrying involves a transfer from place to place, e.g, from private 
demesne to public jurisdiction. Karmillith is ‘ a marked-ofl plot in a public 
thoroughfare or an area which cannot be classified either as private or public ’ 
(Jastrow). The Jews sought to evade the persecutors by breaking their journey 
in Karmillith, unloading, exchanging burdens, and then reloading and ending at the 
appointed spot, thus avoiding a complete transfer in one act. The whole trans- 
action is clearly rhetorical and unreal, and the story is artificial. 

^ Which would involve care and time in reloading, and thus the plan of the 
Jews would be impracticable. 

* Kor, ha-E. : ‘ For he “ glanced ** with discretion because he did not go up 
on high until he completely grasped the true purport of what he saw below. As 
though it said “ Draw me on, O my mind,” for I have now understood all that is 
needful, all that I have already seen, therefore now “ let me run after thee,” and 
60 ” the King has brought me to his chambers.” * 

^ Kor. ha-£. : To learn Torah from him. 

2e 
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Elisha asked Meir, ^ What have you been expounding to-day ? * 
Meir answered, * Now the Lord blessed the latter days (lit. end) of 
Job more than his beginning ’ (Job. xlii. 12 ). Elisha said, ‘ And how 
did you open your lesson ? * ^ He replied, ‘ Also the Lord gave Job 
twice as much as he had before (i6. lo), for he doubled all his wealth.* 
Elisha said, ‘ Woe to those who are deceased and who find not : * 
Akiba thy master was not wont thus to expound it. He used to say, 
“God blessed the latter end of Job more than his beginning,** 
through the merit of the fulfilled commandments and good deeds 
which he did in the beginning.* * Then he asked Meir, ‘ On what did 
you lecture afterwards ? * Meir replied, ‘ On Eccles. vii. 8, “ Better 
the end of a thing than the beginning.** * He said, ‘ And how did 
you take it ? * Meir replied, ‘ It is like the case of a man who had 
children in his youth, but they died : then in his old age again he 
had children who fiourished,^ so we see that “ better is the end than 
the beginning ** : or again, it is like a man who did business in his 
youth and lost his money, but again, in his old age, he did busi- 
ness and gained, so “ better, etc.** : or it is like a man who learnt 
Torah in his youth but forgot it, and then learnt again in his old 
age, when it endured, so “better, etc.*** Elisha replied, ‘Woe to 
those who perish and find not * : ‘ Akiba thy master used not to 
teach thus, but rather, “ Good is the end of a thing from the 
beginning,^ when it has been good from the beginning, and in my 

^ nnD, ‘ to open/ is the usual word for selecting text A as a peg for a dis- 
course on text B. I think the meaning is ‘ What was your complementary verse Y ’ 
The answer is verse 10 , as stated by Meir in his reply. But this is not the view of 
the commentators. Kor. ha-E. says ‘ Opened/ i.e. expounded ; cf. nUD in Exodus 
xxviii. II aZ. in the sense of incising, engraving, cvUing deep into a thing. The 
meaning is ' What deep, hidden truth did you derive 7 * The commentator in the 
Krot. ed. has ‘ What exposition of it did you give 7 * 

* Levy and Jastrow take p'mo (t.e. pass away) intransitively, and this is the 
usual meaning of the proverb. I think the context requires a transitive meaning, 
and, after all, the Afel conjunction is here used, " Woe to those who lose (sc. truth) 
and find it not.* I do not think that pnDl&D can= J’^nDHlDD (so Kor. ha-E.), and 
= ‘ are no more found.* 

* I take it that Akiba disapproved of Job’s attitude, but deemed him * saved 
because of his former goodness. Meir seems to have thought Job right all along 
and to have explained the * reward * as material compensation. According to 
Akiba, Elisha might similarly hope for salvation, but according to Meir he could not. 

* ‘and in his old age they were established, endured.* 

Krot. ed. has a misprint, I think. D'lp means to encrust, 

e.g, in Ezekiel’s vision of dry bones, ‘ I wiU draw skin over them, •'nD*1p'1 * » but 

is an impossible form — ^mixed hifl and nifal, 

‘ Tene Mosheh : * If in the beginning his thought was directed to the good and 
for the name of heaven (sc, then the end would be good also : this is deduced 
from from the beginnings in consequence of the beginning), and not like the 
action of Abuyah, Elisha’s father, which was as follows : ’ 
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case ^ there was such an instance. Abuyah my father was one of 
the great men of Jerusalem, and on the day when he celebrated my 
circumcision, he invited all the great ones of Jerusalem and put 
them in one house, and he put E. Eliezer and R. Joshua in another 
house. After they, [i.e, the former party], had eaten and drunk, they 
began to clap hands and dance.’* Said Eliezer to Joshua, “ While 
these folk are busy in their fashion, let us busy ourselves in ours.” 
So they sat and studied Torah. From plain Torah they came on to 
the Prophets, thence to the Hagiographa. Fire came down from 
heaven and played round them. Abuyah said to them, “ Grentlemen, 
why have you come here to burn my house down on me ? ” They 
said, “ God forbid, we have merely been sitting and rehearsing the 
words of the Law : from the Law we proceeded to the Prophets 
and thence to the Hagiographa, and the words were rejoicing as they 
did when they were given on Sinai, and fire licked them as it licked 
them on Sinai, for the fundamental essence of their giving on Sinai 
lay in their being given in fire, [i.e. in being divinely inspired], as it 
says ‘And the mountaiu burnt in fire to the very heart of heaven ’ ” 
(Deut. iv. ii). Said Abuyah to them, “Gentlemen, since the 
strength of the Torah is so great, if this my son be preserved for 
me, for the Torah will I separate him ; ^ but since his motive was 
not pure therefore it was not fulfilled.” ’ ® Elisha 

said to Meir, ‘ And on what did you lecture afterwards ? ’ Meir 
replied, ‘ On “ gold and crystal cannot equal it ” * (Job. xxviii. 17). 
EUsha said, ‘ And how did you expound it ? ’ ^ He said, ‘ Words 
of Torah are precious (hard) to acquire as gold and easy to destroy 
as crystal : if they are broken, can one agaiu make them into a 
vessel as they were ? So also a scholar who has forgotten his 
learning, can he again relearn as at the outset ? ’ Elisha said, ‘ Meir, 
that is enough : here ends the limit of the Sabbath (journey).’ 
Meir said, ‘ And how do you know ? ’ Elisha answered, ‘ From the 
steps of my horse, which I have been coimtiug (w. subconsciously).’ 


Kor. ha-E. : ‘ If the original intention was good and D'*OlD but not if it 

was otherwise. Then only would the end be better than the beginning : and he 
brings a proof from Elisha.’ 

It appears to me that in this second case Elisha decides bitterly that Akiba is 
against him while Meir is for him, not as in the instance from Job, when Akiba’s 
interpretation would leave Elisha an opportunity of repentance. 

^ So according to the Petrikov ed. which has ''^1. Krot. ed. has ‘and thus.’ 

* I think this is the best way : not * If this my son be preserved for the Torah, 
I will make him a Pharisee.’ 

* Lit. ‘ It was not fulfilled in that man, i.e, in him * (Abuyah). In that case 

the subject of nD'’’'pn!3 is his intention. The sentence could also be 

‘ therefore it (the Torah) did not abide in me (Elisha).* 

* See note i, p. 418. 
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Meir said, ‘ And with all this wisdom that is in thee thou wilt not 
return ? * ^ He replied, ‘ I cannot.’ * Why not ? ’ ‘ Because once 
I was passing by the place of the Sanctuary. I was riding my horse 
on the Day of Atonement which fell on a Sabbath, and I heard a 
heavenly voice issue from the Sanctuary and say, “ Return, 0 my 
children, save Elisha ben Abuyah who knoweth my strength but 
rebelleth against me.” ’ Now how did all this (atheism) come upon 
him ? * Once he was sitting and learning in the valley of Genne- 
sareth, when he saw a man climb a palm tree and take a dam with 
the young birds. He came down from the tree in safety. On the 
morrow Elisha saw another man climb the palm, take the young 
and release the dam. As the man descended, a serpent stung him 
fatally. Elisha said, ‘ It is written. Thou shalt certainly let the dam 
go (Deut. xxii. 7), . . . that it be well (“ good ”) with thee and that thou 
prolong thy days ’ : where was the ‘ goodness ’ * of the one ? Where 
was the ‘ prolonging of days ’ of the other ? Now Elisha was not 
aware of the fact that long before him R. Jacob had explained this 
verse thus : ‘ that it be well with thee,’ i.c. in the world to come 
where all is well, and ‘ that thou mayest prolong days,’ i.e. in the 
future existence which is long beyond measure. Others say that 
[he became an agnostic] when he saw the tongue of R. Judah the 
baker ^ lying in the dog’s mouth, dripping with blood. He said, ‘ Is 
this Torah and this its reward ? Is this indeed that tongue that 
used to give forth words of Torah in their proper sense ? Is this the 
tongue that laboured in the Torah all his (Judah’s) days ? It is 
clear that there is no reward and no resurrection.’ Others again 
say that when his mother was pregnant with him, she used to pass 
by certain heathen houses,® and she smelt the smell of a certain 
heretic, and this smell penetrated ® to her body, like the virus of an 
annulated snake (extSm). 

^ Wisdom here means, I should think, instinctive aptitude for the Law. Although 
you profess to be an agnostic, automatically you take note of the Law. 

• Pene Mosheh : How did he make up his mind to follow evil courses 7 

Kor. ha-E. : How did he come to go astray 7 For had some doubt not arisen 
in his heart he would never, in view of his great learning, have turned from the true 
way. 

• corresponding to ‘ that it be well with thee,* i.e. morally, 

not materially. 

* On this martjnr see Midrash, Shocker fob, on Ps, ix. 13, with Buber’s note 
in loc. 

‘ Not temples, I think, but atheist meetings, whence she derived certain sub- 
versive ideas, here metaphorically called smell. Levy, e.v. does take 

this to refer to temples. He takes H''*! literally, as incense. So does Kor. ha-E., 
which has ni'llpH* i»e. offerings. 

* to shatter, cleave, or penetrate. 
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Later on Elisha fell ill and they came and told Meir, ‘ Behold, 
thy master lies sick.’ Meir went to visit him and found him ill and 
said, ‘ Wilt thou not return ? ’ Elisha answered, ‘ And ^ are [death- 
bed] penitents accepted ? ’ * Said Meir, ‘ Is it not written “ Thou 
bringest man back at the point of crushing ” (Ps. xc. 3) and sayest, 
Eetum, ye sons of men ? Till crushing, till the soul is crushed out, 
God (Kt. they) receives them.’ At that moment Elisha wept and 
passed away. E. Meir rejoiced, thinking that it was in penitence that 
Elisha died. After they had buried Elisha, fire came down from 
heaven and burnt his grave. They came and told Meir, ‘ Behold, 
thy master’s grave is burnt.’ He went out, wishing to visit® 
him, and he found the grave burnt. What did he do ? He took his 
(Meir’s) wrapper (Tallith) and spread it over him, saying ^ ‘ Spend 
the night here ’ (Euth iii. 13). ‘ Spend the night here,’ ® i.e. in this 
world which is to be compared with night : ‘ And it shall be in the 
morning,’ this is the world to come, which is all morning. ‘ If he 
will redeem thee, it is good, let him redeem,’ this he is the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, who is ‘ good,’ as it is said ‘ Good is the Lord to all 
(even to sinners like Elisha), and his tender mercies are over all his 
works (including Acher).’ (Ps. cxlv. 9.) ‘ And if He is unwilling to 
redeem thee, then will I redeem thee, as the Lord liveth.’ Then the 
fire was quenched. 

They asked E. Meir : ‘ If they say to thee in that (i.e, the next) 
world, “ Whom dost thou wish to visit,® thy father or thy master ? ” ’ 
Meir answered, ‘ I would draw near to my master first and after- 
wards to my father.’ They said, ‘And will they listen to thee ? ’ ^ 


^ ]*'N, if, verily, whether ; = ]n» not 

* Krot. ed. Margin : ‘ Can a man be received as a penitent at a time when it is 
no longer in his power to sin ? ’ 

® ri’^mpno as above, when Elisha was sick. But I suspect the reading should 
be rr’^mipDf ‘ seeking to bury him,’ i.e. replace the grave. "Ipl is the usual 
word for visiting the sick, hardly of visiting a grave. If the text is right, it might 
imply that Meir wished to visit Elisha in his burnt grave and win him to penitence 
since he had not repented on his death-bed, as Meir had deemed. But the follow- 
ing narrative is against this, and, I think, supports n''m!lpD* 

* Kor. ha-E. : Meir took his own Tallith and spread it over the grave, knowing 
that fire would not touch his garments, as happened in the case of the saint in 
tractate Sabbath. 

® Kor. ha-E. : As long as R. Meir lives, let him stay in Gehenna. 

* 1p3l means more than merely ‘ visit,’ it implies ‘ serve,’ ‘ help.’ Notice that 
Meir’s reply is np^iD^ ‘to draw near to,’ not npTD* ‘to visit.* I suspect it 
should be np in each case. 

’ Kor. ha-E. : ‘ Will they agree to thy rescuing a stranger from Gehenna 
through thy Zechuth ? * We have learnt ‘ A son may give Zechuth to his father, 
but not a disciple to his master.’ 
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He rejoined, ‘ Have we not so learned : One rescues the case (Bijia]) 
of the scroll ^ together with the scroll ; the case of the phylacteries 
with the phylacteries ? So one rescues Elisha, Acher (though he be) 
by the Zechuth of his Torah.’ 

Later his (Elisha’s) daughters came to ask (lit. take) charity from 
Babbi Judah the Prince, who decreed [a refusal, saying] (Ps. cix. 12), 
‘ Let there be none to extend mercy to him, neither let there be 
any to extend favour to his fatherless children.’ They said, ‘ Eabbi, 
regard not his deeds, regard his Torah.’ Then Rabbi Judah wept 
and decreed that Elisha’s daughters should be supported. He said, 
‘ If this man, who laboured in the Torah, though not for the name of 
heaven, could produce * such [a scholar as R. Meir], from one who 
labours in the Torah for its own sake (lishmah), how much more 
will great scholars arise ? ’] 


^ Kor. ha-E. : Because it is a sacred utensU. 
* Lit. see what he has produced ! 
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RABBINIC PASSAGES CITED AND REFERRED TO 

Editions of Rabbinic Books fbbqubntly Quoted, and Method of 

Quotation 


The Babylonian Talmud is quoted in the usual way by Tractate and folio ; 
e.g. Kiddushin 39 b. No ‘ B * or ‘ Bab * is prefixed. 

The Jerusalem Talmud is quoted by page and column of the Krotoschin edition 
of 1866. Chapter, and usually also paragraph, are added; e.g. Jer. Berachoth 
i. 5» 3 c. 

The Mishnah is quoted by chapter and section ; e.g. Sotah iv. 3. 

The Tosefta is quoted according to chapter, section, and page of Zuckermanders 
edition (1880), e.g. T. Baba Mezia iii. 25, p. 378. 


(1) Aboth R. Nathan, ed. Schechter, 1887. Quoted by chapter and page ; e.g. 
XV. 30 a. (Where the second version is not specially indicated, the first version is 
referred to.) 

(2) Mechilta, ed. Friedmann, Vienna, 1870. Quoted by folio only; e.g, 
Mechilta 47 a. 

(3) Midrash Mishle, ed. Buber, 1893. Quoted as Mid. Proverbs by verse and 
folio; e.g. Mid. Proverbs xxv. 21, 49b. 

(4) Pesikta Kahana, ed. Buber, Lyck, 1868. Quoted as ‘ Pesikta K,* or as 
‘ Pesikta ’ by folio only ; e.g. Pesikta, 59 b. 

(5) Pesikta Rabbathi, ed. Friedmann, Vienna, 1880. Quoted as Pesikta R., by 
folio only ; e.g. Pesikta R., 132 b. 

(6) Midrash Rabba, ed. Romm (3 vols.), Wilna, 1878 : Genesis- Deuteronomy 
Rabba, quoted by (i) name of weeldy portion (except where it is the first in the 
book, (2) division {parashah) and section (if there is one), and often also by (3) 
chapter and verse referred to ; e.g. Genesis Rabba, Vayera, Iv. 3, on xxii. i . Canticles, 
Ruth, Lamentations, Ecclesiastes and Esther Rabba, quoted by (i) division 
{parashah) and section, and (2) chapter and verse referred to ; e.g. Canticles R. i. 7 
on i. I, or merely by chapter and verse referred to, e.g. Ruth R. on ii. 3. 

(7) Midrash Samuel, ed. Buber, Wilna, 1925. Quoted by division {parashah) 
and folio ; e.g. Mid. Samuel xix. 29 b. 

( 8) Sifra, ed. Weiss and Schlossberg, Vienna, 1862. Quoted by folio and column. 
The chapter and verse of Leviticus referred to are usually added ; e.g. Sifra 86 o 
on Leviticus xix. i. 
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(9) Sifre, ed. Friedmann, Vienna 1864. Quoted by folio only ; t.g, Sib'e 84 b. 

(10) Tana d*be Eliahu (Seder Eliabu Rabba and Seder Eliahu Zuta), ed. Fried- 
mann, Vienna, 1902. Quoted thus; e,g, Tana Eliyahu (Seder Rabba or l^der Zuta), 
chapter vii. (vi.), p. 36. 

(11) Tanchuma, ed. Vienna, 1863. Quoted by folio ; e.g, Tanchuma 57 a. 

(12) Tanchuma, ed. Buber, Wilna, 1885. Quoted (as Tanchuma B.) by name of 
division {parashah)^ chapter, and folio; e.p. Tanchuma B. Bereshith xxv. 10a. 

(13) Ididrash Tannaim to Deuteronomy, ed. Hoffmann, Berlin, 1908-1909. 
Quoted by page only ; e.g. Mid. Tannaim, p. 49. 

(14) Midrash TehiUim (Shocher Tob), ed. Buber, Wilna, 1891. Quoted usually 
by number of Psalm, verse, section, and page; e.g. Mid. Psalms xviii. 32, § 26, 77 b, 
or xviii. § 26 on verse 32, 77 b. 
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My references correspond generally with those of S.B., except in Mechilta and 
Sifra and Yalkut, where I have used different editions. In Midrash Rabba the 
editions used by me and them also differ, but in Genesis-Deuteronomy the paraahaha 
correspond, and in all cases the Biblical references prevent any difficulty arising. 


The three Appendices to my book begin on p. 377. The Rabbinic quotations 
from the Appendices are referred to less fully in the Index than those from the 
body of the book. 
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Adultery. See Marital relations 
Almsgiving, ^ee Charitable deeds 
Amme ha-Aretz, 3-i5» 239, 255, 270. 
Authors cited on Abrahams, 9; 
Elbogen, 6 ; Moore, 13 aeq. ; S.B., 
4, 5, 6 f., 9, 10. See also Learning ; 
Sinners 
Anger, 38 f. 

Anxiety for the future, 140 f. 
Asceticism, 138 ; Moore cited on, 138 f. 

Beatitudes, i aeq. ; Rabbinic religion 
contrasted with, i f. ; Windisch 
cited on, 34 f. See alao Rabbinic 
religion 

Charitable deeds and almsgiving, 56 
aeq., 112 f., 223, 258, 275, 338 f., 
348. See alao God, imitation of ; 
Hospitality ; Riches 
* Chastisements of love,’ 31 f., 220 ; 
uncomplaining acceptance of, 365 f . 
See alao Martyrdom ; Sin, its con- 
nection with physical suffering 
Children, 258, 270 f. 

Discipleship, 218, 237 ; requirements of, 
225 f. 

Divorce, Rabbinic laws concerning, 48 
Doxology, 134 f. ; Aptowitzer on, 135 
‘ Dying to live,’ 234 

Enemies, love of, 59 aeq. ; Christian 
criticism of supposed Jewish teach- 
ing on, 59 aeq. ; O.T. teaching on, 
63 f . ; praying for, 96 aeq. Authors 
cited on, Eisler, 64 f. ; Giidemann, 
86 ; Kittel, 91 aeq. ; Windisch, 
103 f. ; Haas, 104. See alao Oer ; 
Gentiles; Hatred; Jesus, origin- 
ality of ; Mankind, love of ; Parti- 
cularism 


Extemalism, 21 f., 330. See also 

Legalism 

Faith, 201 aeq., 217; teachings of 
Rabbis and Jesus contrasted, 203 

* Faith and works,’ 154 f. See alao 
Law, study of 

Faithfulness in small things, 332 

Family ties. See Parents ; Renuncia- 
tion 

Fasting. See Asceticism 

‘Father (Our),* 113 f. ; Jewish litur- 
gical use of, 125 f. ; ‘(my),’ 128; 
Lukyn Williams on, 129 

Fig tree. Rabbinic parallel to story of, 
309 f. 

Forgiveness, God’s. See God 

Forgiveness, man’s, 40, 96 aeq., 133, 
267 f., 360, 373 aeq. ; Sevenster on, 
136 

Freedom of the will, 165 f., 180, 271 

Gentiles, Rabbinic laws concerning, 42, 
65 371 ; relations of Jews with, 

93 ; repentance among, 78, 
337 Enemies, love of ; 

Oer ; Neighbour, love of ; Particu- 
larism ; Salvation 

Oer, meaning of, 59 

God, fear and love of, 190 f., 214, 228 f., 
298, 312 aeq. ; nearness of, 147. See 
alao Martyrdom ; Sanctiffcation of 
the Name. Forgiveness and mercy 
of, 108 f., 268, 286, 335 f. ; his 
attitude towards destruction of the 
wicked, 262 aeq. ; Sevenster on, 
356 f. See alao Merit; Reward; 
Salvation. Imitation of, 104 aeq., 
339 f . Authors cited on, Abrahams, 
105, 109, 339; Windisch, 109 f. 
See alao Charitable deeds. Provi- 
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dential care of, 229 f. ; probable 
meaning of * to see God,* 25. 
Authors cited on, Klostermann, 25 ; 
S.B,, 25 f. Grace of : See Forgive- 
ness and mercy (above) ; Merit ; 
Reward ; Tit for tat. See also 
Rabbinic religion (contrasted with 
Christianity) 

Golden Rule, the, 150 f. ; Kittel cited on, 

151 

Goodness, redemptive power of out- 
standing acts of, 343 ; persever- 
ance in, 344 
Greetings, no 

Hatred, 88 seg., 97 f., 265 f. Authors 
cited on, Abrahams, 90, 100 f . ; 
Travers Herford, 88. See also 
Enemies, love of ; Reproof 
Hell. See Particularism ; Repentance ; 
Salvation 

Heretical books, 99 

Holiness, no f., 139. Authors cited on, 
Abrahams, no, in ; Kohler, in 
Hospitality, 17, 353 f. 

Humility, 5 seq,, 17, 255, 258, 266, 328 f., 
369 ; S.B. cited on, 5 
Hypocrisy, 118 f., 329 f. See also Law ; 
Legalism 

Ideal, Rabbis* sense of the, 170 f. 

Ideal life, 141, 224 
Idolatry, 213 

Injuries, Rabbinic laws concerning, 54. 

See also Forgiveness ; Hatred 
Intention and deed, 41 f. Authors 
cited on, Abrahams, Moore and 
Sevenster, 41 ; Kittel, 42 

Jesus, * inwardness * of teaching of, 21, 
26 ; originality of, 47, 52, 85, 102 f., 
221 f., 254 f., 299, 325» 344» 365^ 
372 ; absoluteness of teaching of, 
230 f. ; criticism of his attacks on 
the Rabbis, 38, 322, 323, 330, 369. 
S.B. cited on, 323 f. See also Rab- 
binic religion 

Judaism, universaHsm of (orthodox), 
210 f. (liberal), 214 
‘ Judge not,’ 145 

Justice. See Reward ; Tit for tat 

Kawwanah, Rabbinic conception of, 
183 seq. 


Kingdom (or Kingship) of God, 131 f., 
253> 368 ; in the Jewish liturgy, 
131 f. ; Schechter cited on, 132 

Law (or Laws), divine gift of the, 14 f., 
76 seq. ; Rabbinic appreciation of 
the, 37, 254 ; distinctions in pre- 
cepts of the (’ small ’ and ’ great ’), 
37 f., 316 f. (‘ moral ’ and ‘ cere- 
monial *), 240 seq., 316 seq . ; 

dietary, 254 f . ; disinterested love 
of the, 314 f. ; sufficiency of for 
all needs, 142 ; possibility of com- 
plete fulfilment of the, 166 seq., 
271 seq. ; joy of fulfilling the, 198, 
239 f*» 316 ; legitimate pleasure 
sanctified by the, 16 ; supreme im- 
portance of study of the, 155 seq., 
349, 356, 366 ; necessity of blind 
obedience to certain, 193, 243 ; re- 
wards for fulfilment of the, 289, 
317 ; bondage of the, 319 ; funda- 
mental precepts of the, 319 seq. ; 
Abrahams cited on, 321 f. ; ex- 
ceeding the letter of the, 191, 282 ; 
Rabbis’ gratuitous teaching of the, 
225 ; civil law in conflict with 
Rabbinic, 31 1 ; attitude of Jesus 
and Rabbis to the, 160 f., 195. 
Authors cited on, Fridrichsen, 162; 
S.B., 198 f. Attitude of Paul and 
Rabbis to the, 174. See also Amme 
ha-Aretz ; Hypocrisy ; Lishmah ; 
Merit ; Old Testament ; Rabbinic 
religion ; Reward ; Superstition 

Learning, 235 seq., 324 f. ; antithesis 
between doing and, 154 seq., 322 ; 
God’s part in acquisition of, 252. 
See also ‘ Faith and works * ; 
Humility; Law, study of the; 
Riches 

Legalism, 21, 145, 169, 174, 368 f.; S.B. 
cited on, 161 seq., 178, 196 seq. See 
also Law ; Old Testament ; Rab- 
binic religion 

Life of the resurrection, marriage in, 

311L 

* Light of the world,* 35 ; Abrahams 
cited on, 36 

Lishmah, Rabbinic conception of, 188 
seq., 266, 296, 298, 318. See also 
Law, disinterested love of the 

Liturgy, test passages in Jewish, 99; 
Abrahams cited on, 99. See also 
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Kingdom of God ; Prayers, some 
Babbinic ; Rabbinic religion 
* Lost,* search for the, 221 f. 

Mankind, love of, 71 aeq. ; Travers Her- 
ford cited on, 73 

Marital relations, 43 ; Kittel cited on, 
42 f. See also Unchastity 
Martyrdom, 31 aeq.^ 231 aeq. Authors 
cited on, Moore, 31 ; S.B., 33. See 
also Renunciation ; Sanctification 
of the Name 

Merit, 295 aeq., 361 aeq. ; Marmorstein 
cited on, 295 ; vicarious element in, 
297 ; ethical and religious results of 
Rabbinic doctrine of, 297 f. ; Abra- 
hams cited on, 361 . See alao Reward 
Messiah, Rabbinic conceptions of the, 
305 aeq. ; particularist element in, 
308 f. ; Moore cited on, 309 ; ban- 
quet parables concerning the, 310 f. 
Miracles, 203 f., 247 aeq. See alao Fig tree 
Monotheism, Jewish, 84 
Mustard seed, metaphorical use of, 253 

Nationalism, 261 f. 

Neighbour, love of, 59 aeq., 312 f. ; diffi- 
culties in parable of Good Samari- 
tan regarding, 344 aeq. ; Abrahams 
cited on, 346 aeq. See alao Oer ; 
Mankind, love of ; Particularism 

Oaths, 48 f . See alao Truthfulness 
Old Testament, attitude of Jesus and 
Rabbis to, 262 ; efiect on Rabbinic 
teaching of, 294, 351 aeq. ; S.B. 
cited on, 331. See (Uao Law, bond- 
age of the 

Parables, Rabbinic use of, 232 
Parents, love and honour of, 230 f., 
249 aeq. 

Particularism, 42, 63 aeq., 107 aeq., 207 
308 f.» 337 Authors cited 
on, Coulton, 84 ; Moore, 76 f. See 
alao Enemies, love of ; Gentiles ; 
Neighbour, love of ; Proselytes ; 
Salvation 

Peace, 27 aeq., 240 ; S.B. cited on, 27 
Piety, ostentatious, 113, 324. See alao 
ftayer 

Prayer (or Prayers), lengthy, 113 aeq., 
368. Authors cited on, Abrahams, 
1 13; Oman, 1 15. Laws concerning 


Jewish statutory, 117, 185 f. ; non- 
statutory, 123 ; communal ele- 
ment in, 128; personal affairs 
secondary in importance to, 142 
aeq. ; efficacy of, 147 ; nearness 
to God in, 147 ; need of Kawwanah 
in, 183 f. ; some Rabbinic prayers, 
54» 136* 140. 181 f., 221, 

275. 352, 361 

Precedence in heaven, 237 
Profanation of the Name. See Sancti- 
fication of the Name 
Prophets, Rabbis* attitude towards. 

See Law, dietary 
Proselytes, 21 1 aeq. 

Pure in heart, 23 f. ; Klostermann cited 
on, 23 f. 

Purity, connection between bodily and 
spiritual, 220 

Rabbinic religion, contrasted with 
Christianity, discussion of views of 
Fridrichsen, 162 ; S.B., 161 aeq., 
190 aeq. ; Sevenster, 336 f. ; Win- 
disch, 160 f. ; double strain in, 
183 ; effect of fall of Jerusalem on, 
198 f., 210 ; Burkitt on, 198 ; 
Jewish liturgy the true index of, 
170. See alao Beatitudes ; Law ; 
Old Testament 
Bed, meaning of, 60 f. ; 63 
Remnant, doctrine of the, 216 
Renunciation, 334 f . 

Repentance, 243, 260 aeq., 342, 356, 390; 
Fiebig cited on, 333 ; after death, 
339; for stealing, 371. See alao 
Gentiles ; God, forgiveness of ; Par- 
ticularism ; Salvation ; Sin 
Reproof, 264 aeq. ; S.B. cited on, 264 f. 

* Resist not evil,’ Jesus’ and Rabbis* 
teaching contrasted, 49 aeq. ; Win- 
disch cited on, 33 f. See alao Tit 
for tat 

Retribution. See Reward ; Salvation 
Reward and punishment, 34, 294 aeq . ; 
Rabbinic stories of unequal, 286 f. 
Authors cited on, Curtis, 298; S.B., 
291 ; Maimonides* theory of, 291 
aeq. See alao Merit ; Riches (and 
Poverty) ; Salvation ; Tit for tat 
Riches (and Poverty), 139, 140, 274 aeq., 
284 ; regarded as reward or punish- 
ment, 277 aeq. ; as a trust, 281 ; 
knowledge superior to, 278 ; pros- 
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perity hereafter oompeoBating for 
lack of, 278, 354 ; love of the Law 
requiring sacrifice of, 283 ; moral 
dangers of, 349, 357 ; teaching of 
Jesus and Rabbis summed up, 
284 f. See also Charitable dee^ 
and almsgiving 

Righteous, God*s higher standard for 
the, 349 f. 

Righteousness, man's yearning for, 17 
seq. Authors cited on, l^isy, 23; 
S.B., 19. Deeds the test of, 153 
seq, ; Gtod's part in human striving 
for, 20 f. See also ‘ Faith and 
works,' Learning and doing 

* Rock,* Rabbinic use of metaphor of, 
255 f. 

Sabbath, observance of the, 240 f., 243 f. 

Salvation, 82 seq,, 108 f., 151 f., 212 seq,, 
229, 261 seq», 311, 332 seq. ; Gutt- 
mann cited on, 82 f . ; double strain 
in Rabbinic teaching on, 86 f., 213 ; 
Windisch cited on, 153 ; Rabbis* 
uncertainty of personal, 173 f., 370 ; 
S.B. cited on, 172, 173 ; tests for, 
336 seq. See also Particularism ; 
Repentance ; Sin, imatonable 

Sanctification of the Name, 35 f., 67, 
129 f., 231 seq,t 317 ; Moore cited 
on, 35. See also Martyrdom ; Re- 
nunciation ; Repentance for steal- 
ing 

Self-righteousness. See Humility; 
Piety 

Sermon on the Mount, Windisch cited 
on, 160 

Service (of others), Jesus’ teaching on 
lowly, 299, 325 f . ; nearest Rab- 
binic paraUels to, 259, 299 f. ; (of 
the community of Israel), Rabbinic 
teaching on, 325 seq. 

Shame, putting a man to open, 246, 259, 
266, 318 

Sheohinah, presence of, 267, 277 

Signs and wonders. See Miracles 

Sin, human responsibility for, 18, 180 
seq,, 200 ; ’ original,' 24 ; S.B. 
cited on, 163 f. ; connection of 
physical suffering with, 5 f., 169, 
219 Lf 221, 279 f., 350 seq, ; S.B. 
cited on, 351 ; punishment for, 219, 
261 seq,, 279 f. ; power to forgive, 
221 ; unatonable, 244 seq,, 334, 


336 ; causing others to, 259. See 
also Tetzer ha-JRa ; Salvation ; 
Suffering, vicarious 

Single-minde^ess, 140 ; Abrahams 
cited on, 140 

Sinners, attitude of Jesus and Rabbis 
towards, 221 seq,, 342 f., 356, 372. 
See also Amme ha-Aretz 

Slander, 33 f. ; S.B. cited on, 33 f. 

Soul, value of each human, 256 

Stories and anecdotes : 

1 

Aaron, anecdotes about, 29 f . 
Abraham, anecdotes about, 353 f. 
Ass-driver who sold his ass and gave 
the money to a woman, 343 
Ass-drivers who hated each other, the 
two, 93 

Canals of nourishment for the hair, 
stories about, 230 
Chasid who kept a goat, 167 
Chasid who was over-confident of his 
virtue, 171 f. 

Children, anecdotes about, 270 
Cities that perished, 48 
Disciple who repented and the harlot 
who became a proselyte, 342 
Equal (or unequal) pay for equal (or 
unequal) work, stories about, 287 
seq, 

God, Moses, and the big treasure 
store, 179 f. 

God, Moses, and the community of 
Israel, anecdotes about, 326 
God, the Attribute of Justice, the 
righteous, and the wicked, 271 f. 
God, the nations, and the reward for 
fulfilling the Law, 79 seq, 

God, Satan, and the Messiah, 306 
seq, 

God's demand for sureties from Israel 
that the Law would be kept, 301 
God's remonstrance to the heathen 
who do not draw near to him, 337 f . 
Good works superior to learning, 
anecdotes about, 153, 156 f. 
Haman, Mordecai, and the horse, 94 
Holy Spirit listening to the reading of 
the Shema, 187 

Israel, anecdotes about duty towards 
community of, 326 
Job, anecdotes al^ut, 353 
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Stories and anecdotes (CorUd .) — 

King find the strange stag in his flock, 
211 f. 

King who gave a banquet to his ser- 
vants, 310 

King and his two servants who served 
him through love and fear, 331 
King who redeemed his friend's son 
as a slave, 367 

King’s son who fell into evil ways, 356 
Korah’s story of the poor widow’s 
difficulties under the Law, 239 
Law, anecdotes about the giving of 
the, 76 f. 

Man who gave money to his divorced 
wife, 150 

Marriages, anecdotes about one-day, 
44 f. 

Miracles that happened because of (a) 
the man who lent tools to dig 
graves, (6) the woman who lent her 
oven, 238 

Moses and the kid that ran away, 260 
Pious man and the tax-collector, and 
their fate hereafter, 358 
Pious pit-digger whose son died of 
thirst, 349 

Precepts of the Law reduced from 613 
to I, 320 f. 

Rabbis and their burial clothes, 273 
Rabbis and their methods of praying, 
12 1 seq. 

Rabbis who had completely fulfilled 
the Law, 166 

Rain, anecdotes about, 273 f . 

Robbers who died and their diflerent 
fates hereafter, 358 
Shechinah and the criminal going to 
execution, 264 

Woman and the denars lost in the 
dough, 48 f. 

Woman who offered a handful of 
meal, i88f. 

n 

Abba the Bleeder, deeds of, 113 
Abba the Bleeder, his cushions and 
the scholars, 113 

Abbahu and his son who neglected 
study for good works, 159 
Acha b. Abba’s discussion with R. 

Chisda about women, 217 
Akiba’s entombment, 340 f . 


Stories and anecdotes (Contd.) — 
Akiba’s martyrdom, 32 
Akiba’s story of God and the four 
sons, 363 

Assi’s death-bed repentance for his 
shortcomings towards the com- 
munity, 326 f. 

Baba b. Buta and his daily offering for 
doubtful sins, 168 

Bar Kappara who gave relief to the 
proconsul, 346 f. 

Ben Azzai’s reason for not marrying, 
269 

Berokah of Chuza, Elijah, the jailer, 
and the merry-makers, 237 
Chanin ha-Nechba who was asked by 
children to pray for rain, 129 
Chanina who refused to forgive Bab, 
267 f. 

Chanina whose prayer cured the son 
of Gamaliel, 217 

Chanina’s martyrdom and the exe- 
cutioner who repented, 373 f. 
Chanina’s rebuke to the man who 
prayed, 120 

Chisda, Ulla, and the rich man’s 
ruined house, 226 f. 

Chiya b. Abba’s grief and its atoning 
power, 304 

Dama b. Netina and the jewel, 251, 

346 

Elazar b. Charsom who renounced 
riches to study the Law, 280 f . 
Elazar b. Perata and Chanina b. 

Teradion who were arrested, 373 
Elazar ben Shammua who helped a 
Roman who became Emperor, 347 
Elazar who gave all he had to charity, 

283 

Elazar’s advice to Mar Ukba about 
those who annoyed him, 96 
Elazar’s self-inflicted sufferings for 
conscience’ sake, 303 
Eliezer and the disciples who short- 
ened, or lengthened, their prayers, 
ii9f. 

Eliezer who tried to prove himself 
right by miracles, 247 f. 

Gamaliel who waited on the wise men 
at his banquet, 235 f. 

Gamaliel’s rebuke to Rabbis whom 
he appointed as leaders, 299 
Hillel, the proselyte, and the Golden 
Rule, 150 
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Stories and anecdotes {Contd.y-r- 

Hillel’s adventure on the roof in the 
snow, 280 . 

Huna who bought vegetables and 
threw them away, 284 
Huna who would not reprove Chiya 
to his face, 266 

Jonah and his method of giving alms, 
58 

Jonathan who was fed in a famine, 

255 

Joshua b. Levi and Ula who was in 
hiding, 224 

Joshua b. Levi, Elijah, and the 
Messiah, 306 

Joshua b. Ghananya and the boy 
whom he rescued, 223 f. 

Joshua, the heretic, and the cook, 96 
Judah the Prince and the man who 
ate garlic, 44 

Judah the Prince’s callousness to 
the calf, 303 

Judah the Prince’s toothache miracu- 
lously cured, 303 

Meir and the woman to whom he gave 
a bill of divorcement, 44 
Meir and the woman who spat in his 
eyes, 28 

Meir, Beruria, and the wicked neigh- 
bours, 97, 263 

Meir’s easier ruling for others than for 
himself, 323 

Monobaz and the distribution of his 
treasure to the poor, 139 
Pentekaka who sold his bed and gave 
the proceeds to a woman, 343 
Baba and the poor man, 40 f . 

Baba’s method of announcing his ill- 
ness, 95 

Simeon b. Ghalafta who received a 
jewel by miracle and restored it, 279 
Simeon b. Yochai and the snarer of 
birds, 229 

Simeon who offered a valley of gold 
coins to his disciples, 279 
Simon b. Elazar and the ugly man 
whom he insulted, 39 
Tarphon, Akiba, and the discussion 
about learning and doing, 138 


Stories and anecdotes {Contd ,) — 

Tarphon who ate figs and was beaten, 

225 

Tarphon’s care for his mother, 249 

Yannai and the ignorant man who was 
a peacemaker, 29 

Yannai and the tree which leant over 
the road, 146 

Yochanan and Ufa who sat under a 
wall, 144 

Yochanan and the man whom he 
called Rayka, 39 

Yochanan b. Zakkai on his death-bed, 
227 f. 

Yochanan who sold his land to study 
the Law, 254, 283 

Yose b. Kisma’s refusal of wealth, 139 

Yose’s reply to Valeria, 269 

Yose of Yodkart and the fig tree which 
bore fruit prematurely, 310 

Zadok’s dreamin the ruined temple,i28 

Zera and the wicked neighbours who 
repented, 96 

Suffering, vicarious, 300 seq. See also 
Messiah 

Superstition, Rabbis’ attitude to, 192, 
204, 242, 247 f. See also Miracles 

Tit for tat (measure for measure), doc- 
trine of, 51, 144 f., 286 seq . ; Klos- 
termann cited on, 51 ; its bearing 
on doctrine of eternal punishment, 
286. Seje also ‘ Resist not evil * ; Sin, 
its connection with physical suffering 

Tithing, law of, 330 

Truthfulness, unqualified, 30. See also 
Oaths 

Unchastity, 40 seg., 66. See also Marital 
relations ; Intention and deed ; 
Unclean acts 

Unclean acts, punishment for, 46 

Universalism. See Gentiles ; Kingdom 
of God ; Particularism 

Women, attitude of Jesus and Rabbis 
to, 47 f., 217 f. 

Tetzer ha~Ra, 20, 24, 88, 93, 164 seq., 
180 seq. See also Sin 
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